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INTRODUCTION

This book arose from an occasion in October 1980 when seven applied
linguists met in Lancaster to discuss what they feit were important problems
in 1he assessment of learning a second or foreign language. This Symposium
resufted, partly because of its informal nature and its deliberately small size,
in an intense discussion in certain areas, a concentration which is rarely
possible in conferences or large seminars. It was felt that the Symposium had
been so useful that it was decided to make the discussion public, in order not
only to let others know what had happened at Lancaster, but also to
encourage and stimulate a much broader and hopefully even richer debate in
the areas touched upon.

Testing has become an area of increased interest to language teachers and
apnlied linguists in the last decade. Yet as Davies says {Davies 1979) testing
has for many years firmly resisted attempts to bring it within the mainstream
of applied linguistics. This is no doubt to some extent due to historical
reasons, as both Davies and Morrow (this voiume) suggest. In the ers that
Spolsky dubbed the ‘psychometric-structuralist period’ language testing was
dominated by criteria for the establishment of educational measuring
instruments developed within the tradition of psychometrics. As a result of
this emphasis on the statistical analysis of language tests, a group deveioped,
over the years, of specialists in language testing, ‘Testing Experts’, popularly
betieved to live in an arcane world of numbers and formulae. As most
language teachet < sre from a non-numerate background (sometimes having
deliberately fled ‘figures’) it is not surprising that they were reluctant to
involve themselves in the mysteries of statistics. Consequently, an expertise
developed in language testing and particularly proficiency testing, divorced
from the concerns of the language classroom, and imbued with its own
separate concerns and values which to outsiders were only partially com-
prehensible and apparently irrefevant. Despite the advent of Spoisky’s third
phase of language testing — the psycholinguisticsociolinguistir phase {what
Molier (this volume) calls the third and fourth phases — psycholinguistic-
sociolinguistic and sociolinguisticcommunicative phases) — ‘testing’ has not
yet recovered from this image of being stubbornly irrelevant to or uncon-
cerned with the language teacher, except for its embodiment in ‘exams’ which
dominate many a syilabus {be it the Cambridge First Certificate or the
TOEFL). Teachers who have feit they should be concerned with assessing
what or whether learners have learned have found the jargon and argument—
ation of ‘Testing” forbidding and obscure.




But evaluation (note how the terminology has changed over the years, with
the intention of making the subject less threatening) is readily acknowledged
by teachers and curriculum theorists alike to be an essential part of language
learning, just as feedback is recognised as essential in any learning process.
The conseauence of this need to evaluate has been the fact that teachers have
actually carried out tests all along but have feit uncomfortable, indeed guilty
and apologetic about doing so when there is apparently s0 much about
‘testing’ they do not know. So when suggesting that ‘Testing’ has become
more centrai to the present-day concerns of language teac_hers. it is not
intended to imply that previously — ‘in the bad old days’ — nobody tested, or
that the testing that was done was of ill repute, but merely to suggest that
reachers feit that what they were doing was in some important sense lacking
in respectability however relevant or important it might actually have been.
The fact is, however, that testing has become an area of increased research
activity, and many more articles ure pusblished on the subject today in
professional journals than ten years ago. This is evidence of a turning in the
tide of applied linguistics towards more empirical concerns.

Iv has been suggested that testing has to date remained outside the
malinstream of applied linguistics; in particular, the view of language
incorporated in many tests has becoma increasingly at odds with theories of
fanguage and {anguage use — indeed, to some extent at least, it no longer
reflects classroom practice in [anguage teaching. Now there may be good
arguments for tests not to follow the whim of fashion in language teaching,
but when there is a serious discrepancy between the teaching and the means
of evaluating that teaching, then something appears to be amiss. The feeling
abroad today is that theories abound of communicative fanguage teaching, of
the teaching of ESP, of integrated language teaching, but where are the tests
to operationalise those theories? Where are the communicative language tests,
the ESP tests, the integrated language tests? Applied liiguists and language
teachers alike are making increasingly insistent demands on language testers
to supply the langusge tests that current theory and practice require, and the
response of testers has, to date, been mixed. Some have rushed in where
others have feared to tread: extravagant claims have been made for new
techniques, new tests, new assessment procedures. Others have stubbornly
resisted the pressure, claiming that tests of communicative competence or
ESP are either impossible {in theory, or in practice) or unnecessary because
existing tes's and techniques are entirely adequate. Inevitably, there are also
agnostics on the side lines, who remain sceptical untii they have sesn the
gvidence for and against the claims of gither side.



This book is for thase agnostics, though believers and non-believers alike may
find something of interest. The Symposium at Lancaster was an attempt to
focus, without taking sides, on areas of major concern to teachers and testers
at present:

communicative language testing,
the testing of English for Specific Purposes,
the testing of genieral language proficiency.

it was hoped by intense debate to establish what the important issues were in
these areas, so that the interested reader could provide himself with a set of
criteria for judging (or constructing) lansuage tests, or perhaps more
realistically, for investigating further. It isclear, alwavs, that more research is
needed but it is hoped thst this book will help to clarify where research and
development needs to be concentrated at present. We are Hiving in a wo.id of
claim and counter-claim, where the excitement of the battle may make us
lose sight of the reasons for the conflict: namely the need for leamers and
outsiders to assess progress in language learning or potantial for such progress,
as accurately as possible. No research programme or test development should
forget this.

The format of the Symposium was as follows. Having decided on the three
main areas for debate, recent and influential articles in those areas were
selected for study and ail Symposium participants were asked to produce
papers reacting to one or more of «nese articies, outlining what they feit to be
the important issues being raised. These reaction papers were circu'ated in
advance of the Symposium, and the Symposium itself consisted of a
discussion in each of the three areas, based on the original articles and the
related reagtion papers.

Like the Symposium, the volume is divided into three main sections: one
section for each of the areas of communicative ianguage testing, ESP testing,
and general language proficiency. Within each section there are three parts:
the original article(s), the reaction papers and an account of the discussion
based upon tape rocordings of the procsedings by the present writer. These
accounts of the discussion do not represent the views of any one participant,
including the present writer, but are an attempt to summarise the issues that
were raised. However, it should be stressed that aithough the accounts of the
discussion attempt to be fair to the substence and quality of the debate, they
must, insvitably, uftimately represent one person's view of wnat was said;
since it would be impossible to achicve complete consensus cn what was said,
let alone its correctness or significance. At timcs the accounts repeat points
made in the react:on papers also published in this volume, hut no apologies
are offered for repetition, as this simply refiects the level of interest in or




concern over these particuiar points. Although it was hoped to include
responsas from the authors of the original articies onI‘"ane response

was available at the time of going to press, that of HeRnut Volimer.
Nevertheless, it is hoped that subsequent debate will include the responses
and further thoughts of the other authors in the light of these discussions,

This is not a definitive volume on language testing — and it does not attempt
to be such. What this book hopes to do is 1o encourage further aabate, a
critical or sceptical approach to clairmns made about ‘progress’ and ‘theories’,
and to encourage practical research in important areas.

it has not besn the intention of this introduction to guide the readsr through
the discussions — that would have been presumptuous and unnecassary ~ but
rather to set the scene for them. Thus there is here no summary of positions
taken, arguments developed and issues raised. However, thers is, atter the
three main sections, an Epilogue, and the resder is advised not to ignore this:
it is intended, not to tell the reader what he has read, but to poir.2 the way
forward in the ongoing debste abeut the assessment of language learning.
*Testing’ should not and cannot be left to ‘Testirs’: one of the most
encouraging developments of the last decade is the involvement of more
applied linguists in the area of assessment and evaluation. in a sense, there can
be no Epilogue, because the debate is unfinished, and we hope that
participation in the dobste will grow. it is ultimately up to the reader to write
his own ‘Way Forward’.

Thanks are due to aill Symposium participsnts, not only for their contribu-
tions, written and spoken, to the Symposium, but aiso for their help in
preparing this volume, Thanks are also due to the Institute for English
Language Education, Lancaster, for hosting the Symposium and contributing
materiaily to the preparation of this book.

J Charles Alderson,
University of Lancaster



SECTION 1

COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE TESTING:
REVOL UTION OR EVOLUTION?!
Keith Morrow, Belil School of Lanyuages, Norwich

Introduction

Wilkins (1978) concludes with the observation that, ‘we do not know how
to establish the uvommunicative proficiency of the iearnsr’ and sxpresses
the hope that, ‘while some people sre experimenting with the notionsl
syllabus as such, others should be attempting to develop the new testing
techniques that should, ideally, accompany it’ (/oc cit). in the two years
that have passod since the publication of this book, the author’s hope on
the one hand has been incréasingly reslised, and if his obssrvation on the

. other is still-valid, ‘here are grounds for believing that it will not be so for

much ionger.

At the time of writing, it is probably Yrue to say that there sxists a
considerable imbaiance between the resources availabie to language teachers
{at feast in E F L) in terms of teaching materials, and those available in terms
of testing and evaluation instruments. The former have not been slow to
incorporate insights into syliabus design, and increasingly methodology,
deriving from a view of language &s communication; the tatter still refiect, on
the whole, ideas about language and how it should be tested which fail to
take account of these recent developments in any systematic way.?

This situation does seem to be changing, however. A number of institutions

and organisations have set up working parties to sssess the feasibility of tests
based on communicati se criteria, and in sorne cases these have moved on to

"This articie was first published in The Communicative spproach to langusge tesching
od: C J Brumftit and K Johnson. Oxford University Press, 1879, Reprintsd here by kind
permission of Oxford University Press.

zEmeas:otians to this are the two oral sxaminations promotad by the Associstion of
Racognised English Language Schools: The ARELS Certificate and the ARELS Diploma,
a3 well as the Joint Matriculation Bosr:i's Test in English for Ovessas Students. But
without disrespect to these, | would cisim thet they do not mest in s rigorous way soms
of the criteria establishad later in this paper.
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the design stage.’ It therefore seems reasonable to expect that over the next
five years new tests and cxaminations will become available which will aim to
do precisely the job which Wilkins so recently hald i:p as a challenge, iet0  ~
measure commaunicative proficiency,

This paper, then, will be concerned with the implications for test design and
construction of the desire to measure communicative proficiency, and with
the extent to which earlier testing procedures need to be reviewed and
reconsidered in the light of this objective. But it is a polemical paper. The
assumption which underligs it is that the measuremant of communicative
proficiency is a job worth doing, and the task is ultimately a feasible une.

The Vale of Tears

A wide range of language tests anc examinations are currently in u.e but most
belong to a few key types. Spolsky (1975) identifies three stages in the recent
history ¢ * language testing: the prescientific, the psychometric-structuraiist,
and the ; , cholinguistic-sociolinguistic. We might characterise these in turn as
the Garden of Eden, the Vale of Tears and the Promised Land, and different
tests {indeed different parts of the same test) can usually be seen to relate to
one or other of these stages. The historical perspective offered by Spolsky is
extremely relevant to the concerns of this paper. While critiques of the
‘prescientific’ approach to testing are already familiar (Valette, 1967}, it
segms useful to take some time here to clarify the extent to which current
developments refate to what has more immediately gone before through a
critical lork at some of the characteristics of psychometric-structuralist
testing. The point of departure for this is Lado (1961).

Atomistic

E'S
A key feature of Lado’s approach is the breaking down of the complexities of
ianguage into isolated segments. This influences both what is to be tested and
how this testing should be carried out.

What is to be tested is revesied by 8 structural contrastive analysis between
the target language and the {earner’s mother tongue. Structuial here is not
limited to grammaticai structure — though this is of courss important.

-
A

3My own wark in this fisld has been sponsored by the Royat Socisty of Arts who have

established a Working Party to re<dsign their range of examinations for foreign students.

The English Language Testing Service of the British Councii is developing communicative

tests in the ares of English for Academic Purposes, srd & similsr line is likely t0 be .
toliowed soon by the Associsted Examining Bosrd.

10
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Conftrastive analysis can be carried out of all the leveis of structure (syntactic
down to phonological) which the language theory encompasses, and test
1tgms can bie constructed on the basis of them.

The same approach is adopted to the question of how to test. Discrete items
are constructed, each of which ideally reveals the candidate’s ability to handle
one level of the language in terms of one of the four skills. It soon became
recognised that it was in fact Bxtremely difficult to construct ‘pure’ test items
which were other than exceedingly trivial in nature, and thus many tests of
this sort contain stems which operate on more than one 'eve! of structure.

The clear advantage of this form of test construction is tnat it ylelds data
which are easily,quantifiable. But the problem is equally clearly that its
measurement of language proficiency depends crucially upon the assumption
that such proficiency is neatly quantifiable in this way . Indeed the general
problem with Lado’s approach, which attaches itself very firmly to certain
very definiterviews about the nature of language, is that it crumbles like a
house of cards as soon as the linguistic foundation on which it is constructed
is attacked. This is not the place to develop a generalised linguistic attack, but
one particular assumption s worth picking up, since it is so central to the
1ssue under discussion.

An atomistic cpproach to test design depends utterly on the assumption that
knowledge of ti = elements of & language is equivalent to knowledge of the
languawe. Even if one adopts for the moment a purely grammatical view of
what it is to know a language {cf Chomsky's definition in terms of the ability
to formulate all and only the grammatical sentences in a language), then it
seems fairly clear that a vital stage is missing from an atomistic analysis, viz
the ability to synthesise. Knowledge of the elements of a language in fact
counts for nothing unless the user is able to combine them in new and
appropriate ways to meet the linguistic demands of the situation in which he
wishes to use the language. Driving a car is e skill of a quite different order
from that of performing in isolation the various movements of throttle,
brake, clutch, gears and steering wheel.

Quantity v. Quality

in (he previous section it was the linguistic basis of tests such as Lado’s which
was questioned. Let us now turn to the psychological implications. Foliowing
the behaviourist view of learning through habit formation, Lado's tests pose
questions to elicit responses which show whether or not correct habits have
been established. Correct responses are rewarded and negative ones punished
tn some way. Passing a test involves making a specified proportion of correct
responses. Clearly language learning is viewed as a process of accretion.

ie




An alternative view ~f the psychdlogy of language learning would hold,
howevar, that the answers to tests can, ard should, be considered as more
than simply righ. or wron3. In this view tearners possess ‘transitional
competence’ {Corder, 1975) which enables them to produce and use an
‘interlanguage’ (Selinker, 1972). Like the competence of a native speaker,
this is an essentially dynamic concgpt and the role of the test is to show
how far‘,it has moved towards an approximation of a native speaker’s system.
Tests will thus be concerned with making the learner produce samples of his
own ‘intdrlanguage’, based on his own norms of language production so t.at
condlusions can be dréwn from it. Tests of recgptive skilis will similarly be
concerned with revealing the extent to which the candidate’s processing
abilities match those of a native speaker.

The ctear implication of this is that the candidate’s responses. need to be
assessed not quantitatively, but qualitatively. Tests should be designed to
reveal not simply the number of items which are answered correctly, but to
reveal thé quality of the cangljdate’s language performance. It is not safe to
assume that a yiven score on the former necessarily allows conclusions to be
drawn about the latter.

b4

Reliability

One of the most significant features of psychometric tests as opposed to
those of ‘pre-scientific’ days is the development of the twin concepts of
reliability and validity.

The basis of the reliability claimed by l.ado is abjectivity. The rather obvious
point has, however, not escaped observers {Pilliner, 1968; Robinson, 1873])
that Lado’s tests afe objective only in terms of actual assessment. In terms of
the evaluation of the numerical score yielded, and perhaps more importantly,
in terms of the construction of the test itself, subjective factors play a large
part. -

it has been equally noted by observers that an insistence on tesi. 1g proce-
dures which can be objectively assessed hss @ number o, mpiications for the
data yielded. Robinson {op cit) identifies three areas of difference between
testing procedures designed to yield data which can be objectively assessed
anc those which are open-to subjective assessment.

1 The amount of ianguage produced by the student. in an ob.ective test,
students may actually produce no language at all. Their role may be limited
to selecting alternatives rather than producing language.

12
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2

2 Thus the type ~of ability which is being tested is crucially different. In a
subjective test the candidate’s ability to produce language is a crucial factor;

in ar objective test the abiiity to recognise appropriate forms is sutficient.

3 The norms of language use are established on different grounds. In an
nbjective test the candidate must base his responses upon the language of the
examiner; in a subjective test, the norms may be his own, deriving from his
own use of the language. Thus an objective test can rev&al only differences
and similarities between the language norms of the examiner dnd candidate;
it can tell us nothing ot the norms which the candidate himseff would apply
in a use situation.

The above factors lead to what Davies (1978) has called the reliability-validity
‘tension’. Attempts to increase the reliability of tests have led test designers
to take an over-restrictive view of what it is that they are testing.

Validity

The 1dea that language test designers should concern themselves with validity
— in other words that they should ask themselves whether they are actuatly
testing what they think they are testing, and whether what they think they
are testing is whiat they ought to be testing — is clearly an attractive one. But
unfortunately, because of the ‘tension’ referred to above, designers working
within the tradition we are discussing seern to 1ave been content with answers
to these questions which are less than totaily convincing.

Five types of validity which a language test may claim are traditionally
identified (cf Dawvies, 1968}.

Face the test jooks like a good one.

Content the test accurately refiects the syllabus on which it is based.

Predictive the test accurately predicts performance in some subsequent
situation.

Concurrent the test gives similar results to existing tests which have

ailready been validated.

Construct the test reflects accurately the principles of a valid theory of
foreign language learning.

Statistical techniques for assessing validity in these terms have been developed
to a high, and often esoteric level of sophistication. But unfortunately, with
two exceptions (face, and possibly predictive) the types of validity outlined
above are all ultimately circular. Starting from a certain set of assumptions

13



about the nature of language and language learning will lead to language tests
which are perfectly valid in terms of these assumptions, but whose value must
inevitably be called into question if the basic assumptions themselves are
chalienged. Thus a test which perfectly satisfies criteria of content, construct
or concurrent validity may nonetheless fail to show in any interesting way
how well a candidate can perform in or use the target ianguage. This may
occur quite simply if the construct of the language learning theory, and the
content of the syllabus are themselves not related to this aim, or if the test is
validated against other language tests which do not concern themseives with
this objective. There is clearly no such thing in testing as ‘absolute’ validity.
Validity exists only in terms of specified criteria, and if the criteria turn out
to be the wrong ones, then vaiidity claimed in terms of them turns out to be
spurious. Csveat empior.

Comments

This criticism, implicit and explicit, made in the preceding sections applies to
a theory of testing which has hardly ever been realised in the extreme form
in which Lado presented it. Certainly in the UK., a mixture of pragmatism

.and conservatism has ensured that much of the institutionalised testing of
foreign languages owes as much to the 1920's as to the 19680's. This does not
mean though, that there is anything chimerical about the ideas put forward
by Lado. Their influence has been recognised by writers on {anguage testing
ever since the first publication of his bgok. But it is as representation of
theory that the ideas are most significant. In practice, as Davies {1978)
remarks, there is very often a gap between what Lado himself does and what
he says he does.

But this gap is often of detail rather than principle. Even if the totality of
Lado's views have been more often honoured in the breach than in the
observance, the influence of his work has been tremendous. Of the ideas
exaphined above, very few have failed to find implicit acceptance in the
méjority of ‘theory-based’ tests developed over the last fifteen years. The
overriding imnortance of reliability {hence the ubiquitous muitiple-choice),
the acceptassce of validity of a statistical rather than necessarily of a practical
nature, the directly quantifiable modes of assessment — these are all ideas
which have become common currency even among those who would reject
many of the theories of language anJ language learning on which Lado based
his approach.

14 15



Only in one area has a consistent altemative to Lado’s views been argued,
and that is the development of ‘integrated’ tests/test items* as opposed to
Lado’s arguments (at least in principle) in favour of ‘pure’ discrete items.S
A clear statement of an ‘integrated’ pasitior. , made by Carroll (1968):

" . .since the use of language in ordinary situations call upon all these
aspects [of language], we must further recognise that linguistic
performance also involves the individual’s capability of mobilizing his
linguistic competences and performance abilities in an integrated way, ie in
the understanding, speaking, reading or writing of connected discourse.’

This implies a view of language which runs directly counter to a key -
<-sumption which we have earlier examined in Lado’s work. It denies the
atomistic nature of language as a basis for language testing. To this extsnt,
Carroll’s contribution is extremsly important, but even here it -niust be
observed that in practical terms he was doing no more than providing a
post-hoc rationalisation. For the purely practical reasons alluded to garlier,
very few ‘pure’ items had found their way into tests; in a sense, Carroll was
merely legitimising the existing situation.

Less casuisticaily, it must be observed that atter&ts to develop more
revolutionary integrated tests (Oller, 1971, 1972} have left nut of account a
crucial element in the original formulation, viz. ‘the use of language in
ordinary situations’.

Both cloze and dictation are fundamentally tests of language competence.
Both have their uses in determining the basic level of fangua Je proficiency of
& given candidate. (More accurately, they enable the level of fanguage
proficiency to be assessed relative to that of other people who take exactly
the same test under the same conditions.) Oller claims that both test basic
language processing mechanisms (analysis by synthesis): both sample a wide
range of structural and lexical items in a meaningful context. But neither

4 Nots that the word ‘intograted’ is used in different wr s by different writers. For snme
it 13 posible to conceive of individual items which test integration of various elemants of
the isnguage: for others the vary soigti~~ of sgparste items means that fuil integration is
not being schieved, .

*Eartior it was implied that Lado himself very rarsly used items of a totally pyse kind.
See Davies (1978) for an interesting discussion of integrated v. discretepoint testing,
Davies arques that they are at diffarent ends of the same continuum rather than in
different universes,

15



gives any cnnvincing proof of the candidate’s ability to actuatly use the
fanguage, 1o transiate the competence (or lack of it) which he is
demonstrating into actual performance ‘in ordinary situations’, ie actually
using the language to read, write, speak or lisien in ways and sontexts which
correspond to real life.

Adopting this ‘use’ criterion might lead us to consider precisaly why neither
discrete-point nor integrative tests of the type we have considered are able to
meet it.

Let us look in a rather siric'e way at some of the features of !anguage use
whiws do not seem to ce measured in conventional tests.

Interaction — Based: in the vast majority of cases, language in use is based on
an interaction. Even cases such as letter writing, which may seem to be
solitary activities, can be considered as wesk forms of interaction in that they
involve an addressee, whose expectetions will be taken into account by the
writer. These expectations will affect both the content of the message and the
way in whch it is expressed. A more characteristic form of interaction,
however, is represented by face-to-face oral interaction which invoives not
only the modification of expression and centent mentioned above but elso an
smalgam of receptive and praductive skills. What is said by a speaker depends
crucially «n what is said to him,

Unpredictsbility: the apparently trivial observation that the development of
an interaction is unpredictable is in fact extremely significant for the language
user. The processing of unpredictable data in real time is a vital aspecttof
using languare.

Context: any use of language will take place in a context, and the language
forms which are an~ ‘opriate will vary in accordance with this context. Thus
a language user miust be able to handle appropriacy in terms of:

context of situation eg physical environment
role/status of participants
attitude/formality

linguistic context eg textus! cohssion

Purposa: a rather obvious feature of communication is that every utterance is
made for a purpose. Thus a language user must be able to recognise why a
certain remark has been addressed to him, and be able to encode appropriate
utterances to achieve his own purposes.
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Performance: What Chomsky (1965) described as ‘competance’, leaving out
of account:
‘such giammatically irralevent conditions as memory limitations,
distractions, shifts of sttention and interest, and srrors {random or
characteristic)’
has besn the basis of most language tests. Such conditions may or may not be
‘gramimatics:,, irrelevant’, but they certainily exist. To this extent the
idealised language presentsd in listening tests faiis to measure the
effectiveness of the candidate’s strategies for receptive performance.
Similarly, the demand for contsxt-free language production fails to measure
the extent to which features of the candidate’s performance may in fact
hamper communication. .

Authenticity: a very obvious feature of authentic language should be noted
in this context, ie with rare exceptions it is not simplified to take account of
the linguistic level of the addressee. Thus messuring the ability of the
*candidate to, eg read a simplified text tells us nothing about his actual
communicative ability, since an important feature of such ability is precisely
the capacity to coma to terms with what is unknown.

Bshaviour-Based: the success or fallure of an interaction is judged by its
participants on the basis of behsvioural outcomes. Strictly speaking no other
criteria are relevant. This s an extreme view of the primacy of content over
form in language and would probably be criticised by (anguage teachers.
Nevertheless, more emphasis needs to be placed in a communicative context
on the notion of behaviour. A test of communication must take as its starting
point the measurament of what the candidate can actually achieve through
language. None of the tests we have considered have set themseives this task.

These then sre some of the characteristics of language in use as
communication which existing tests fail to measure or to take account of in a
systematic way. Let us now turn to an examination of some of the
implications of building them into the design specification for language tests.

The Promised Land

We can expect a test of communicative ability to have at {east the foliowing
characteristics:

1 It will be criterion-referenced against the operational performance of a set

of authentic language tasks. in other words it will set out to show whether or
not {or how well) the candidate can perform a set of specified activities.
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2 It will be crucially concerned to establish its own validity as a measure of

those operations it claims to measure. Thus content, construct and predictive
validity will be important, but concurrent validity with existing tests will not
be necessarily significant.

3 It will rely on modes of assessment which are not directly quentitative,
but which are instead qualitative. it may be possible or necessa. y *fo'convert
these into numerical scores, but the process is an indirect one and recognised
as such.

4 Reliability, while clearly important, will be subordinate to face validity.
Spurious objectivity will no longer be a prime consideration, although it is
recognised that in certain situstions test formats which can be assessed
mechanically will be advantageous. The limitations of such formats will be
clearly spelt out, however. :

Designing a test with these characteristics raises a number of interesting
issues.

Performance Tests

Asking the question, What can this candidate do?’ ciearly implies a
performance-based test. The idea that performance (rather than competence)
is g legitimate area of concemn for tests is actually quite 8 nuvel one and poses
a number of problems, thiefly in terms of extrapolation and assessment. if
one assesses a candidate’s performance In terms of a particular task, what
does one learn of his ability to perform other tasks? Unless ways of doing this
in some effective way can be found, operstional tests which are economicat in
terms of time are likely to run the risk of being trivisi. Problems of
assessment are equally fundamental. Performance is by its very nature an
integrated phenomenon and any attempt to isolate and test discrets elements
of it destroys the essential holism. Therefore a quantitative assessment
procedure is necessarily impractical and some form of qualitative assessment
must be found. This has obvious implicstions for reliability.

Given these problems, the question obviously arises as to whether
communicative testing does necessarily involve performance tests. This seems
to depend on what the purpose of the test is. If the purposs Is proficiency
testing, ia if one is asking how successful the candidate is likely to be as a user
of the [anguage in some general sense, then it seems to be incontrovertibie
that performance tests are necessary. The reasons for saying this should by
now be clear, but at the risk of lsbouring the point fet me re-state the
principle that in language use the whole is bigger than the parts. No matter
how sophisticated the analysis of the parts, no matter whether the parts are
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isolated in terms of structures, lexis or functions, it is implausible to derive
hard data about actual language performance from tests of control of these
parts alone. However, if the test is to be used- for diagnostic purposes rather
than proficiency assessment, 8 rather different set of considerations may
apply. in a diagnostic situation it may become important not simply to know
the degree of skiil which a candidate car: bring to the performance of a
particular global task, but also to find out precisely which of the
communicative skills and elements o/ the language ha has mastered. To the
extent that these can be revealed by discrete-point tests and that the
deficiencies so revealed might form the input to a teaching programme, this
might be information worth having. (The form that such tests might take

is discussed in Morrow, 1977.) But one more point must be made. it might

be argued that discrete-point tests of the type under discussion are useful as
achievement tests, ie to indicate the degree of success in assimilating the con-
tent of a language iearning programme which is itself based on a communi-
cative (notional) syllabus. This seems to me misguided. As a pedagogic device
a notional syllabus may specify the elements which are to be mastered for
communicative purposes. But there is little value in assimilating these elements
if they cannot be integrated into meaningful language performance. Therefore
discrete-point tests are of little worth in this contexi.

The clear implication of $he preceding paragraphs is that by and iarge it is
performance tests whichdreof most value in 8 communicative conte.t. The
very real problems of extrapolation and assessment raised at the beginning of
this section therefore have to be faced. To what extent do they obhge us to
compromise our principle?

Let us deal first with extrapolation. A model for the performance of giobal
communicative tasks may show for any task the enabling skills which have to
be mobilised to complete it. Such a8 model is implicit in Munby (1978) and
has been refined for testing purposes by B J Carroli (1978). An example of
the way this might work is as foliows:

Global Task
Search text for specific information

Enabling Skills

eg Distinguish ma:n point from supporting details
Understand text relations through grammatical cohesion devices
Understand relations within sentences

Understand conceptual meaning
Deduce meaning of unfamiliar lexis
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The status of these enabling skills visd-vis competence:performance s
interesting. They may be identified by an analysis of performance in
operational terms, and thus they are clearly, uitimately performance-based.
But at the same time, their application extends far beyond any one particular
instance of performance and in this creativity they reflect an aspect of what is
generally understood by competence. In this way they offer a possible
approach to the problem of extrapolation.

An analysis of the global tasks in terms of which the candidate is to be
assessed (see later) will usually yield a fairly consistent set of enabling skills.
Assessment of ability in using these skills therefore yields data which are
relevant across a broad spectrum of global tasks, and are not fimited to a
single instance of performance. ’

While assessment based on these skills strictly speaking offends against the
performance criterion which we have established, it should be noted that the
skills are themselves operational in that they derive from an analysis of task
performance. It is important that the difference between discrete-point tests
of thesé enabling skills and discrete-point tests of structural aspects of the
language system is appreciated.

Clearly, though, there exists in tests of enabling skills 2 fundamental weakness
which is reminiscent of the problem raised in connection with earlier
structural tests, namely the refationship between the whole and the parts. It is
conceivable that a candidate may prove quite capable of handling individual
enabling skills, and yet prove quite incapable of mobilising them in a use
situation or developing appropriate strategies to communicate effectivoly.
Thus we seem to be forced back on tests of performance.

A working solution to this problem seems to be the development of tests
which measure both overail performance in refation to a specified task, and
the strategies and skifls which have been used in achieving it. Written and
spoken production can be assessed in terms of both these criteria. In task-
based tests of listening and reading comprehension, however, it may be rather
more difficult to see just how the global task has been completed. For |
example, in a test based on the giobal task exemplified above and which has
the format of a number of true/false questions which the candidate has to
answer by searching through a text, it is rather difficuit to assess why a
particular answer has been given and to deduce the skills and strategies
employed. In sucn cases questions focusing on specific enabling skills do seem
to be called for in order to provide the basis for convincing extrapoiation.

I this question of the relationship between performance and the way it is
achieved, and the testing strategy which it’ egitimate to adopt in order to
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measure it seems to have been dealt with at inordinate length in the context
of this paper, this reflects my feeling that here is the central distinction
between what has gone before and what is now being proposed.

Admitting the necessity for tests of performance immediately raises the
probiem of assessment. How does one judge production in ways which are
not hopelessly subjective, and how dogs one set receptive tasks appropriate
for different levels of language proficiency?

The answer seems to iie in the concept of an operational scale of attainment,
in which different levels of proficiency are defined in terms of a set of
performance criteria. The most interesting work | know of in this area has
been carried out by B J Carroll (Carroli, 1977). in this, Carroll distinguishes
different levels of performance by matching the candidate’s performance with
operational specifications which take account of the following parameters:

g‘;:‘memv } of text which can be handled

Range of, eg enabling skills, structures, functions which can be
handied

Speed at which language can be processed

Flexibitity Shown in dealing with changes of, eg tapic

Accuracy } with which, eg enabling skills, structurez,

Appropriacy functions, can be handled

independence from reference sources and interlocutor

S::i:;'ttif: } in processing text

These specifications {despite the difficuities of phrasing them to take account
of this in the summary given) are related to both receptive and productive
performance,

it may well be that these specifications need to be refined in practice, but
they seem to offer a way of assessing the quality of performance at different
levels in 8 way which combines face validity with at least potential reliability,
This question of reliability is of course central. As yet there are no pubHshed
dats on the degree of marker reliability which can be achieved using a scheme
of this sort, but informal experience suggests that standardisation meetings
should enable fairly consistent scorings to be achieved. One important factor
is obviously the form which these scores should take and the precisg basis on
which they shouid be arrived at.
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It would be possible to use an analytic system whereby candidates’
performance was marked in terms of each of the criteria in turn and these
were then totalied to give @ score. More attractive (to me at least) is a schemme
whereby an overall impression mark is given with the marker instructed
simply to base his impression on the specified criteria. Which of these will
work better in practice remains to be seen, but the general point may be
made that the first belongs to a quantitative, analytic tradition, the second to
a qualitative, synthetic approach.

Content

We have so far considered some of the implications of 3 performance-based
approach to testing, but have avoided the central issup: what performance?
The general point to make in this connection is perhaps that there is no
general answer.

One of the clidracteristic features of the communicative approach to language
teaching is that it obliges us (or enables us) to make assumptions about the
types of communication we will equip learners to handie. This applies equally
to communicative testing.

This means that there is uniikely to be, in communicative terms, & single
overall test of language proficiency. What will be offered are tests of
proficiency (at different levels) in terms of specified communicative criteria.
There are three important implications in this. First, the concept of pass:fail
ioses much of its force; every candidate can be assessed in terms of what he
can do. Of course same will be able to do more than others, and it may be
decided for administrative reasons that a certain level of proficiency is
necessary for the awarding of a particular certificate. But because of the
operational nature of the test, even low scorers can be shown what they have
achieved. Secondly, fanguage performance can be differentially assessed in
different communicative areas. The idea of ‘profile reporting’ whereby a
candidate is given different scores on, eg speaking, reading, writing and
listening tests is not new, but it is particularly attractive in an operational
context where scores can be related to specific communicative objectives.

The third implication is perhaps the most farreaching. The importance of
specifying the comthunicative criteria in terms of which assessment is being
off -ed means that examining bodi. s will have to draw up, and probably
publish, specifications of the types of operation they intend to test, the
content areas to which they will relate and the criteria which will be sdopted
in assessment. Only if this is done will the test be able to claim to know what
it is measuring, and only in this way wiil the test be able to show
meaningfully what a candidate can do.
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The design of a communicative test can thus be seen as involving the answers
to the following questions:

1 What are the performancs operations we wish to test? Thess are arrived
at by considering what sorts of things peopie actusily use language for in the
areas in which we are interested.

2 At what lsvel of proficiency will we expect the candidate to perform these
operations?

3 What are the enabling skills involved in performing these operations? Do
we wish to test control of these separately?

]
4 What sort of content areas are we gaing to specify? This will affect both
the types of operation and the types of ‘text’® which are appropriate.

5 What sort of format will we adopt for the questions we set? It must b+ one
which ailows for both reliability and face validity as a test of fanguage use.

Coneclusion

The only conclusion which is necassary is to say that no conclusion is
necessary. The rhetorical question posed by the title is merely rhetoric. After
ail it matters little if the developments | have tried to outline are actually
evoiutionary. But my own feeling is that those (eg Davies, 1978) who
minimise the differences between different approaches to testing are adopting
a viewpaoint which is perhaps too comfartable; | think there is some biood to
be spilt yet,

SUse of the term ‘text’ may misisad the casusi reader into imagining that only the
writtan ianguage is under discussion. in fact tha question of text type 1s relevant to both
the written and tha spoken langusge in both receptive and productive terms. In the
written moda it is clear that types of taxt may be specified in tsrns such as ‘genre’ and
opic’ ss balonging to & certain st in relation 1o which performance may be sssessed;
wecifying spoken texts may be less sasy, since the categories that should be appiied in
an analysis of types of talking sre less wetll estabiished. | am st pressnt working in 8
framawork which appliss certain macro-functions {eg ideational, directive, interpersonsi)
1o & modse! of interaction which differantiates between spesker<centred anc (istenaer-
centred speech. {t 15 haped that this will allow us to specify clearty enough the differsnt
types of 18lking candiciates will be expected to deal with. More problematical is the
establishing of different role-relationships in an exsmination context and the possibility
of testing the candidstes’ production of enything but rather forma! stranger stranger
language. Simulstion tachniques, while widely used for pedagogic purposes, may offend
against the suthenticity of performance criterion we have sstabiished, though it is
possible that thoss who are famiiisr with them may be able to compensate for this.

; X
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REACTION TO THE MOK SOW PAPER (1)
Cyril J Weir, Associated Eumlning Board

Three questions need to be answered by those professing adherence to this
‘new wave’ in language testing:

1 What is communicative testing?
2 s it a job worth doing?
3 s it feasible?

1 What is communicstive testing?

There is a compelling need to achieve a wider consensus on thr use of
terminology in bath the testing and teaching of languags if epithets such as
‘communicative’ are to avoid becoming as debased as other terms such as
‘structure’ have in EFL metaiengusge. Effort must be made to establish more
explicitly wha? it is we are referring to, especiaily in our use of key terms
such as “competence’ ana ‘performance’, if we are to be more confident in the
claims we make conceming what it is that we are testing.

Canale and Swain (1880) provide us with a useful starting point for a
clarification of the terminoiogy necessary for forming a more definite picture
of the construct, comignunicative testing. They take communicative
competence to include grammatical competence {knowiedge of the rules of
grammar), sociolinguistic competence (knowledge of the rules of use and
rules of discourse} and strategic competence (knowledge of varbal and non-
verbal communication strategies). in Morrow's paper a further distinction is
stressod between communicative competsncs and ¢ mmunicative
performance, the distinguishing feature of the latter being the fact that .
performance is the realisition of Canale and Swain's (1880} three
competences and their interaction:

‘.. .in the sctuai production and comprehension of utterances under the

general psychological constraints that are unique to performances.’

Morrow agrees with Canale and Swain (1880} that communicative laggusge
testing must be devoted not oniy to what the learner knows about the form
of the language and about how to use it appropriately in contexts of use
(competence], but must alsc consider the extent to which the learner is
actually able to demonstrate this knowledge in a meaningful communicative
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situation (psrformance} ie what he ccn do with the languzge, or as Rea
(1678) puts it, his

. ability to communicate with ease and effect in specified
sociolinguistic settings.’

it is heid that the performance tasks candidates might be faced with in
communicative gests should be representative of the type they might
encounter in their uwn real world situation and would correspond to normal
language use where an integration of communicative skills is required with
little time to refiect on or monitor language input and output.

If we accept Morrow’s distinction between tests of competence and per-
formance and agree with him that the latter is now a legitimate area for
concern in languaye testing, then this has quite far-resching ramifications for
future testing operations. For if we support the construct of performance
based tests *hen in future far greater smphasis will be placed on the ability to
communicate, and as Rea (1978) points out, language requirements will need
to be expressed in functional terms and it will be necessary to provide
operationaily defined information on a candidate’s test proficiency. Morrow
raises the interesting paossibility that in view of the importance of specifying
the communicative criteria in terms of which assessr~  ° is being offered,
public examining bodies would have to demonstratet.  they know what it is
that they are measuring by specifying the types of operation they intend to
test and be able to show meaningfully in their assessment what a candidate
could actually do with the language.

Morrow also paints out that if the communicative point of view is adopted
there would be no one overali test of ianguage proficiency. Language would
need to be taught and tested according to the specific needs of the learner;
ie in terms of specified communicative cmaria Carroll (1980} makes
reference to this:

. . . different patterns of communication will entail different
configurations of language skill mastery and therefore a different course or
test content.’

Through a system of profile reporting, a fearner’s performance could be
differentiatly assessed in ditferent eommumcative areas and the scores related
to specific communicative objectives. -

y
2 is it s job worth doing? ; -
\\ .//
Davies (1978) suggests that by the mid~"70s, approaches to testing would
seem to fall slong a continuum which stretches from ‘pure’ discrete item tests
at one end, to integrative tests such as cloze at the other. He takes the view
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that in testing, as in teaching, there is a tension betwesn the analytical on the
one hand and the integrative on the other. For Davies:

‘.. . the most satisfactory view of language testing and the most useful
ninds of language tests, are @ combination of these two views, the
analytical and the integrative.’

Morrow argues that this view pays insufficient regard to the importance of
the productive and receptive processing of discourse arising out of the actual
use of language in a social context with all the attendantgerformance
constraints, eg processing in real time, unpredictability, the interaction-based
nature of discourse, context, purpose and behavioural outcomes.

A similar view is taken by Kelly (1978) who puts forward a convincing
argument that if the goal of apolied linguistics is seen as the applied analysis
of meaning, eg the recognition of the contextspecific meaning of an
utterance as distinct from its system-giving meaning, then we as applied
linguists should be more interested in the development and measurement of
ability to take part in specified communicative performancs, the production
of and comprehension of coherent discourse, rather than in linguistic
competence, It is not, thus, a mattsr of whather candidstes know, eg through
summing the number of correct responsss to a batt.,y of discrete-point items
in such restricted aress as morphology, syntax, fexis and phonology, but
rather, to take the case of comprehension, whather they can use this
knowledge in combinatian with other available evidence to recover the
writer’s or speaker’s context-specific meaning, Morrow would seem justified
in his view that if we are to assess proficlency, is potential success in the use
of the language in some general sense, it would be more valuable to test for a
knowledge of and an ability to apply the rules and processes, by which these
discrete elements are synthesized into an infinite number of grammatical
sentences and then selected as being appropriate for a particuiar context,
rather than simply test a knowiedge of the elements aitne.

In response to a feeling that discrete-point tests were in some ways inadequate
indicators of language proficiency, the testing pendulum swung in favour of
giobai tests in the 1870s, an approach to messursment that wsas in many ways
contrary to the allegediy stomistic assumptions of the discrete-point testers.
it is claimed by OHer (1979) that global intagrative tests such as cloze and
dictation go beyond the measuremsnt of a [imited part of language
competence achieved by discreto-point tests and can measure the ability o
integrgte disparate Iariguage skiils in ways which more closely approximats to
the actual process of ianguage use. He maintains that provided lingulstic tests
such as cloze require ‘performance’ under real life contraints, eg time, they
are at least a guide to aptitude s ad potentiaf for communication even if not
tests of communication itself. §
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Keliy (1978) is not entirely satisfied by this argument and although he admits
that to the extent that:
‘.. . they require testees to operate at many different levels
.simultapeously, as in authentic communication, global tests of the indirect
kind have a greater initial plausibility than discrete items . . . and certainly -
more than those items which are both discrete and indirect, si:ch as
multiple-choice tests of syntax.’

he argues that:
‘only a direct test which simulates as closely as possible authentic

communication tasks of interest to the tester can have a first order validity -
ie one derived from some model of communicative interaction.’

.’Even it it were decided that indirect tests such as cloze were valid in some

sort of derived fashion, it still remains that performing on a cloze test is not
the same sort of activity as reading.

This is a point taken up by Morrow who argues that indirect integrative tests,
though global in that they require candidates to exhibit simultaneous control
over many different aspects of the language system and often of other aspects
of verbal interaction as well, do not necessarily measure the ability to
communicate in & foreign language. Morrow correctly emphasises that though
indirect measures of language abifities claim extremely high standards of
reliability and validity as established by statistical techniques, the claim to
validity remains suspect.

Morrow's advacacy of more direct, performance-based tests of actuai
communication has not escaped criticism though. One argument voicad

is that communication is not co-terminous with language and a lot of
communication is non-inguistic. In any case, the conditions for actual
realdife communication are not replicable in a test situation which appears

“to be by necessity artificial and idealised and, to use Davies's phrase (1978),

Morrow is perhaps fruitlessly pursuing “the chimera of authenticity’.

Morrow is also understandably fess than explicit with regard to the nature and
extent of the behavioural outcomes we might be intsrested in testing and the
enabling skills which contribute to their realisation. Whereas we might come
nearer to specifying the latter as our knowledge of the fisld grows, the
possibility of ever specifying ‘communicative performance’, of developing a
grammar of language in use, is surely beyond us given the unbounded nsture
of the surface realisations.



Reservations must also be expressed concerning Morrow’s use of the phrase
‘performancs tests’. A test which seeks to establish how the learner performs
in 8 single situation, because this is the only situation in which the learner
will have to use the target language, (a very unlikely stats of affairs) could

be considered a performance test. A performance test is a test which samples
behaviours in a single sstting with no intention of generalising beyond that
satting. Any other type of test is bound to concern itsalf with competence for
the very act of genaralising beyond the setting actually tested implies some
statement about abilities to use and/or knowledge. In view of this it would
perhaps be mors accurate if instead of talking in terms of testing performance
ability we merciy claimed to be evaluating samples of performance, in certain
specific contexts of use created under particular test constraints, for what
they could tell us about a candidate’s underlying competence.

Though a knowledge of the elements of a language might w2ll be a necessary
prerequisite to language use, it is difficuit to see how any extension of a
structuralist language framework could sccommodate the testing of
communicative skills in the sense Morrow is using the term. Further, a
framework such as Lado’s might allow us to infer a student’s knowledge
which might be adequate, perhaps, for diagnostic/ordering purposes, but is it
adequate for predicting the ability of a student to use language in any
communicative situation?

| do not feel we are yet in 8 position to give any definite answer to the
question ‘Is communicative testing a job worth doing?’. Though | would
accept that linguistic competence n.ust be an essential part of communicative
competence, the way in which they relate to each other or either relates to
communicative performance has in no sense been clesriy established by
empirical research. There is a good deal of work that nieds to be done in
comparing results obtained from linguistically based tests with those which
sample communicative performance before one can make any positive
statements about the former being a sufficient indication of likely ability in
the latter or in reaidife situations.

Before any realistic comparisons are possible, reliable, effective, as well as
valid, methods for establishing and testing relevant communicative tasks and
enabling skills need to be devised and investigated. This raises the last of the
three questions posed at the start of this paper: ‘How feasible Is
communicative testing?’. A satisfactory standard of test reliability is essential
because communicative tests, to be considered valid, must first be proven
reliable. Rea (1978) argues that simply because tests which assess language as
communication cannot automatically claim high standards of reiiability in the
same way that discrete item tests are able to, this should not  acceptad as a
justification for continued reliance on measures with very suspect validity.
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Rather, we should first be attempting to obtain more relisble measures of
communicative abilities if we are to make sensible statements about their
feasibitity.

3 Isit feasible?
Corder (1973) noted:

‘The more ambitious we are in testing the communicative competence of a
learner, the more administratively costly, subjective and unrefiable the
results are.’

Bscause cornmun ? tests will involve us to a far greater extent in the
assessment of actual written and oral communication, doubts have been
expressed concsrning time, expenditure, sass of construction, scoring,
requirements in terms of skilled manpower and equipment, in fact, sbout the
practicability of a communicative test in all its manifestations. To add to
these problems we still lack a systematic description of the language code in
use in meaningful situstions and a comprehensive account of language &s s
system of communication.

For Kelly (1978) the possibility of.devising a construct-valid proficiency
test, e one that measures ability to communicate in the target langusge, s
dependent on the prior axistsnce of ;

‘... appropriate objectives for the test to measure.’

Advocates of communicative tests seem to be arguing that it is only necessary
to sgiect certain repressntative communication tasks as we do not use the
same language for ail possible communication purposss. In the case of
proficiency tests, these tasks are seen as inherent in the nature of the
communication situstion for which candidates zre being assessed. Caution,
however, would demand that we wait until empirical evidence is available
efore making such confident statements concerning the identification of
these tasks as only by first examining the fsasibility of establishing suitable
abjectives through ressarch into real people coping with real situations, will
we hive any basis for investigating the claims that might be made for selecting
8 representative sample of operstionsl tasks to performance ability,
Even if it were possible 10 establish suitable objectives, ie successfully identify:
tasks and underlying constituent enabling skills, then we would still have to
meet the further criticism that the more suthentic the language task we tast,
the more difficuit it is to measure reliably. If, as Morrow suggests, we ssek to
construct simulsted communication tasks which clossly ressmble those a
candidate would face in real life and which make realistic demands on him in
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terms of language performance behaviours, then we will certsinly .encounter
problems especially in the aress of extrapolation and assessment.

Kelly (1978) observed that any kind of test is an exercise in sampling and
from this sample an attempt is made to infer studonts’ capabilities in relstion
to their performance in gansral:

“That is, of all that a student is expected to know and/or do &s a result of
his course of study {in an schisvement test) or that the position requices
(in the case cf s proficiency test), s test measures students oniy on 8
selected sample. The reliability of a test in this conception is the extent to
which the score on the test is a stabls indication of candidstes’ ability in
relation to the wider universe of knowledge, performance, stc., that are of
interest.’ .

He points out that even if there is available a clear set of communication
tasks:

.. . the number of different communication problems a candidate will
have to solve in the real world conditions is as great as the permutations
and combinations produced by the values of the variables in the sorts of
messages, contaxts of situation and performance conditions that may be
encountered.’

Thus on the basis of performance, on a particulsr item, one ought to be
circumspect, to say the ieast, in drawing conclusions about a candidate’s
sbility to handie similar communication tasks.

In order to make stable predictions of student performance in relation to the
indefinitely iarge universe of tasks, it thus seems necessary to sample
candidstes’ performances on as large 8 number of tasks a3 is possible, which
conflicts immadiately with the demands of test efficiency. The iarger the
sample, and the more realistic the test itams, the longer the test will have to
be.

In the case of conventiona! language tests aimed at measuring mastery of the
ianguage code, extrapoiastion would ssem to pose few probiems. The
grammatical and phonological systems of a language are finite and
manageable and the lexical resources can be delimited. The infinite number of
sentences in 8 language are made up of s finite number of elements and thus
tests of the mastery of these efements are extremely powerful from s
predictive point of view. Thus, we might tend to agree with Davies (1978):



‘.. . what remains a convincing srgument in favour of linguistic
competence tasts (both discrete point and integrative) is that grammar is at
the core of language feerning . .. Grammar is far more powerful in terms
of generalisability than any other language feature.’

However, Kelly (1978) puts forward an interesting argument against this
viewpaoint. it Is not known, for example, how crucia! a complete mastery of
English verb morphology is to the overall objective of being able to
communicate in English, or how serious a disability it is not to know the
second conditional. We thus have:

“.. . no reliable knowledge of the relative functional importance of the
various structures in a language.’

Given this failing, it would ssem impossible to make any claims about what
students should be able to do in a language on the basis of scores on &
discrete-point test of syntax, The construct, ability to communicate in the
lsnguage, involves more than a mere manipulation of certain syntactic
patterns with a certain lexical content. In consequence, it seams we still need
to devise measuring instruments which can assess communicative ability

in some more meaningful way.

As & way out of the extrapolation quandary, Kelly (1878} suggests & two-
stage approach to the task of devising a test that represents a possible
compromise between the conflicting demands of the criteria of validity,
reliability and afficiency.

“The first stage involves the development of a direct test that is maximally
valid and reliable, and hence insfficient. The second stage cails for the
development of efficient, hence indirect, tests of high validity. The validity
of the indirect tests is to be determined by referencs to the first battery of
direct tasks.’

As far as lan,. .-ale proficiency testing Is concerned, another suggestion that
has been made is that we should focus sttention on language uss in individual
and specified situations while retaining, for purposes of extrapolation, tests of
the candidate’s ability to handle that aspect of language which obviously is
generalisable to all language use situations, namely the grammatical and
phonological systems. The hard line Morrow has adopted in cthe article under
consideration makes it unlikely that he would contempiate either of these
suggestions and would continue to argue for the use of pure direct’
performance-based tests,
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Morrow's srgument is that a model (as yet unrealised) for the performance of
global communicative tasks may show, for any task, the enabling skills which
have to be mobilised to complete it. He argues that assessment of abllity in
using these skills would yleld data wi "ch are relevant across 8 broad spectrum
of giobal tasks, and are not limited to & single instance of werformance,
though in practice thess are by no mesns as sasy to specify as precissly as he
assumes nor are there sny guidelines available for assessing their relative
importance for the successful completion of a particular communicative
operation, let slone their relative weighting across a spectrum of tasks. He is
also aware that there exists in tests of enabling skills a fundamentai weakness
in the relationship between the whole and the parts, as a candidate may prove
quite capable of handling individual ling skills and be incapable of
mobilising them in a use situation or teveloping appropriate strategirs to’
communicate effectively.

In practice it is by no means easy even to identify those enabling skills which
might be said together to contribute towards the successful completion ofa
communicative task. Morrow would appear to assume that we are not only
able to establish these enabling skills, but also able to describe the
relationship that exists between the part and the whole in a fairly accurate
manner (in this case, how ‘separate’ enabling skills contribute to the
communicative task). He would seem to assume that there is 8 prescribed
formula:

possession and use of __ successful compietion of
enabling skills X+Y+Z ~ communicative task
\
whereas it would seem fikely that the added presence of a further skifl or the
absence of a named skill might still result in successful completion of the task’
in hand,

The second main probiem area for Morrow is that of assessment. Given that

- performance is an integrated phenomenon, a quantitstive assessment

procedure would seem to be invalid so some form of qualitative assessment
must be found. This has obvious impiications for reliability. A criticism often
made is that it is not possibie to sssess production qualitatively in ways which
are not hopelessly subjective. For Morrow, the answer seems to ile in the
concept of an operational scale of sttainment, in which different levels of
proficiency aic defined in terms of & set of performance criteris. B J Carroll
(op. cit. and 1878a and this volume] distinguishes different levals of perform-
ance by matching the candidate’s performance with operational specificationr
which take account of parameters such &s:

size, complexity, range, speed, flexibility, accuracy, appropriacy,
independence, repetition and hesitation.
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Morrow, as Carroll, advocates the use of a qualitative-synthetic approgch, a
form of banded mark scheme (see Caroll, this volume, for examples of this
type of rating scheme) where an overal! impression ma-k is awarded on the
basis of specified criteria in preferance to any analytic scheme, It is quite
likely that the operational parameters of B J Carroll (op. cit.) eg size, com-
plexity, range, accuracy, appropriacy, etc., will be subject to amendment
in practice and in some cases even omission, but as Morrow argues in the
article under review:

‘.. . they seem to offer a way of assessing the quality of performance
at different levels in a way which combines face validity with at least
potential reliability.’ -
There are no published deta on the degree of marker reliability which can be
achieved using a scheme of this sort, but Morrow's experience with the new
RS A examination snd the vast experienca of G C E boards in the impression-
based marking of essays suggests that standardisation meetings should enable
fairly consistent scorings to be achleved, or at lsast as consistent as those
achieved by analytical marking procedures.

Perhaps the point that should be made in answer to the question ‘Is it
feasible?’ is that once again we do not yst know the answer. Until we have
actually sought to confront the problems in practice, | feel it would be wrong .
to condemn communicative testing out of hand. What is needed is empiricst
research into the feasibility of sstablishing communicative tests, plus s
comparison of the results that can be obtained through these procedures with
those that are provided by discrete-point and indirect integrative measures.
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REACTION TO THE MORROW PAPER (2)
Alan Moller, The British Council, London

Murrow's article is an importar: contribution to the discussion of
communicative language testing. Some of the content, however, is marred by
2 suimewhat emotional tone, aithough Morrow admits st the end that the title
is rhetorical. The effect on the reader who is not informed about fanguage
testing could be misleading. The case for communicative language testing may
well be stated forthrightly and with conviction, but talk of ‘revolution’ and
‘spilling of blood’ implies a crusading spirit which is not sppropriats, The
most traditions! forms of language examining, and indeed of examining in
most subjects, have been the viva and the dissertation or essay, both basic
forms of communication. Reintroduction of these forms of examining, with
some modificstions, can hardly be termed revolutionary. What is new is the
organisation of these traditional tasks. The nature of the task is more clearly
specified, there is a more rigorous approach to the assessing of the language
produced, snd the labe! given to this process is new. Move suitable titles for
this discussion might be "Tanguags testing: the communicative dimension’, or
‘communicative language testing: & re-awakening’.

Work in this gres is recent and falls within the compass of what Spoisky
(1975] termed the psycholingulsticsociolinguistic phase of ianguage testing.
However, it is perhaps time to identify a fourth phasa in iengusge testing,
clossly linked to the third, the sociolinguistic-communicative phase.

As is often the case with discussion of communicative competence,
communicative performance, and now communicative testing, no definition is
given! But tho characteristics identified by Morrow give some indication as to
what might be inciuded in definitions. It woulid séem that the genersl purposs
of communicative tests is to establish first whether communication is taking
place and sscondly the degree of scceptability of the communication. This
implies making judgements on the effectiveness and the quality of the
communication observed,

The deficiencies of the structuralist method of language tsaching snd of that
phase of Ianguage testing are well rehsarsed, and Morrow need not have
devoted so much spacs to it. He was right to point out J B Carroll’s (1968)
underlining of the integrated skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing,

But he has faiied to point out that ilthouda integrated texts were presented
to students, and although students were often asked to produce short
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integrated texts, the items themseives were normally discrete, focusing on
structural or lexical features. While agreeing that the primacy of contrastive
analysis as a bas:s of Janguage tests is no longer acceptable, wa must beware of
implying or insisting that the primacy of language as ccmmunication is the
sole hasis for language proficiency tests. .

Discussions on language testing normally touch on two key auestions.
Morrow’s concern with langusge as communication and his failure to define
communicative language testing ensure that reaction to his article bring these
questions to the fors:

1 What is language, and what is language performance?
2 What is to be tested?

in answer to these questions we might propose the following definition of
communicative ianguage testing:

an assessment of the ability to use one or more of the phonological,
syntactic and semantic systems of the language

1 so as to communicate ideas and information to another speaker/reader
" in such 8 way that the intended meaning of the message communicated
is received and understood, and

2 so as o receive and understand the meaning of a message
communicated by another speaker/writer that the speaker/writer
intended to convey,

This assessment will involve judging the quality of the message, the quality of
the expression and of its transmission, and the quality of its reception in its
transmission.

Morrow has commented on discrete item (atomistic) tests and integrated
{competence) tests and conciuded that neither type ‘gives any convincing
pradf of the candidate’s ability to actusliy use the language’. Seven festures
of language use ‘which do not seem tofbe measured in conventional tests’ are
then examined. If by conventional tests is meant discrete item and intsgrated
tests, it is true that certain features may not be measured, it is equally
questionable whether some of these features are even measured in so-calied
communicative tests. Does the measurement of a subject’s performance
include measuring the purpose of the text, its authenticity or its
unpradictability, for example? It would seem to me that the claim is being
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made that these teatur not present in the test task in conventional tests.
Even this claim 13 not entirely accurate.

it 1s heipful to examine the characteristics pu& forward by Morrow
individually. Purpose of text The implication thadgvery utterance produced
in a commumicative test is purposeful may not always be so. In many tests
candidates may participate in communication and make statements which
fulfil no other purpose than to follow the rules of what is likely to be an
artiticial situation, There is apparent purpose to the text being uttered, but
the text may genuinely be no more purposeful than the texts presented in
discrete and integrative test tasks. Context There are few items, even in
discrete item tests. that are devoid of context. Communicative tests may
attempt to make the context more plausible. Performance s not wholiy
absent from integrative tests, although it may Pe limited. Perhaps what is _
meant is production. interaction Many conventional reading and listening
tests are not based on interaction between the candidate and another speaker/
hearer. but the candidate does interact with the text both in cloze and
dictation. Authenticity This notion has been questioned elsewhere by
Davies (1880) and seems to me to need careful definition. Language gene-
rated in & communicative test may be authentic only insofar as it is authentic
to the context of a language test. 1t may be no more aythentic — in the sense
of resembling real life communication outside the test room ~ than many a
reading comprehension passage. Unpredictability it is certain that
unpredictat jlity cen occur naturaily and can be built into tests of oral
interaction. This feature would seem to be accounted for most satisfactorily
in commurmcative language tests a¢ would certain behaviour as the outcome
of communicative test tasks.

Thus there are only two features of langusge use which are likely to occur
only in communicative langusge tests. The absence or psesence of seven
charactenstics in different types of test is shown more ciearly in the table
below. Column D rafers 10 discrete item testing, column | to integrative tests
and coiumn C to communicative tests. Absence of a characteristic is indicsted
by X ard presence by \/

There 1s. however, an important difference in the role of the candidate in the
various kinds of tests. In the discrete and integrative tests the candidate is an
outsider. The text of the test is imposed on him. Ma has to respond and
interact in the ways set down. Byt communicstive performance tests the
candidate is an insider, acting /n and shaping the communication, producing
the text together with the person w > whom he is interacting.
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Characteristics 0 | C
Purposs ot text x v v
Context ) v v
Performance x Vilimited) v
interaction = v ‘/
Authenticity ? ? ?

Unpredictabiiity x K \/
Behaviour based x ’ x v

There may be little new in the subject’s actual performance in communicative
language tests. The main differences between traditional (pre-scientific) snd
communicative tests will lie more in the contant of the tests and the way in
which studsnt perrormance is assessed. The content of the tests will be
specified in terms of linguistic tasks and not in terms of linguistic items. Tests
will be constructed in accordance with specifications and not simply to
conform to formats of previous tests, Criteria for assessment will aiso be
specified to replace simple numerical or grading scales which frequentiy do
not make it clear what the points on the scale stand for. Certain criteria st
ditferent levels of performance will be worked out incorporsting agreed
parameters. These criteria may weli take the form of a set of descriptions.

Another way of comparing communicative language testing with other types
of tests is by considering the relative importance of the roles of the test
constructor, the subject (or candidate) and the assessor in each of the phases
of language testing identified by Spolsky — the prescientific, the
psychometric-structuralist, and the psycholinguistic-sociolinguistic {com-
petence} phases. The table below summarises thess roles. The type of test

is given on the left, column T refers to the role of the test constructor,

column S to the role of the student, and column A to the role of the assessor.
A V/ indicates the importance of the role, {+/ } indicates minor importance,
and { } no importance. :

41

b
g%




Teat type T s A

Pre-scientific (4] v

Psych/Struct v/ %] )
Psych/Socio A v W
Communicative v v 4

This table suggests that whereas in the prescientific and psycholinguistic/
sociolinguistic (competance) tests ths role of the test constructor (T; in
setting questions and choosing texts is not important in the senses of being
neither arduous, compliex nor lengthy, his role is much more dominant in the
psychometric/structuralist tests and communicative tests..In the
psychometric/structuralist tests the work of the test constructor is all
important, the task of the subject (S) is sssentially to recognise or select, and
in the majority of tests of this type marking is oblective with therefore no
role for the assessor {A). In the psychalinguistic/sociolinguistic- tests, as
defined, the main role is assumed by the subject who interacts with the text
in his task of restoring it to its original or to an acceptable form.
Communnicstive tests, howsver, are exacting at all stages, and the test
constructor may well participste in the oraf intersction with the subject and
seek to introduce new tasks or different features of language use during the
live interaction. His main preoccupations will be to set performance (glabal)
tasks that will incorporste the language skills, microskiils (enabling skiils} and
content that have been specified in order to provoke the subject to generate
appropriste communication. The subject will seek to impress the sssessor by
carrying out the communication effectively and by responding to
unpreciictable shifts in the communication, and to .ew topics and new tasks.
The assessor is confronted with communication that is unpredictabls and of
varying quality on which he must impose his pmdmnnined scale of criteria
and reach a conclusion.

Morrow is right to point out that communicative {anguage performance will
be critsrion-refersnced as opposed to norm-referenced. The definition of
these criteria is one of the major fac:ors in the sstablishment of the validity
of such tests. The relevance and consistency of these criteris are crucial and
lead naturaily to the question of the reliabllity of such tests.

It will be seen from the above table th:t-comunimiw tests, in common
with prescientific tests, put 8 {ot of responsibility on the sssessor in the
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testing process. The subjectivity of the assessment gives rise to the problem of
the reliability of such tests. Morrow touches on this problem, but it is not
sufficient to say that it will simply be subordinate to face validity. Some
further statement needs to be mode. Careful specification of the tasks to be
performed snd careful specification of criteria for assessment are essential
steps in the process of reducing the unreliability of this type of test. in the
final analysis it may well be necessary to accept lower than normally accepted
levels of reliability.

it has not been the intention of this reaction to Morrow's paper to consider in
detail the points he has made but rather to use many of his observations as
points of departure in an attempt to establish what communicative language
performance might be, what it is that is being tested, and how valid
assessments might be arrived at. it has been suggested that communicative
language performance relates to the transmission and understanding of
particular meanings in particular contexts and that what is being tested is the
quality and effectiveness of the performance observed. Since this
performance is highh} subjective on the part of the subject and since the
assessment must also be subjective, the reliability and validity of such tests
will not be e« v to establish. Careful specification of test tasks and assessment
criteria woula :eem to be essential, but comparisons with other forms of
language testing suggest that communicative testing places a heavier burden
on test constructor, candidate and assessor. This does not mean that
achievement of valid tests is impossibie but implies more careful training of
constructors and assessors and close monitoring of all phases of the testing
process. Experience with ELTS ' to date supports this contention.

There is a tendency when discussing new developments in language teaching
and testing to throw out previous ‘orthodoxies’ and repiace them with the
latest one. Morrow’s article has repeated the observation that good
performance on a large number of discrete items in structuralist tests does not
necessarily add up to ability to integrate them in effective language use. In
discussing enabiing skilis the same problem of relating the parts to the whole
has been observed. Communicative language testing seems to me to be
primarily concerned with presenting subjects with integrated texts with which
to interact, and with presenting them with sets of integrated tasks which will
lead them to produce integrated spoken or written ‘text’. As such the foetl:s
would seem to be predominantly on the whole rather than on the parts.

! English Language Testing Service sdministered jointly by the British Council and
the University of Cambridge Locat £xaminations Syndicste.
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Morrow suggests that the purpose of communicative testing may be .
pr.ficiency testing. Later he suggests that proficiency tests will be specified in
terms of communicative criteris. It is clear that communicative testing does
test certain aspects of proficiency. But it is important to be aware that testing
language proficiency does not amount just ic communicative testing.
Communicative language performance is clearly an element in, or a dimension
of, language proficlency. But language competence is also an important
dimension of language proficiency and cannot be ignored. it will also have to
be tested in one or more of the many ways that have been researched during
the past 30 ysars. Ignoring this dimension is as serious an omission as ignoring
the re-awskening of traditional language testing in 3 communicative setting.
Communicative language testing need not mean spilling the rather thin blood
of present day language testing but could even enrich it!
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REACTION TO THE MORROW PAPER (3)
J Charles Alderson, University of Lancaster

One of the main problems | seem to have with this paper is that | am not sure
what it is about. The title implies a discussion of the issue of whether
communicative {anguage testing is fundamentally different from ‘traditional’
language testing. and the conclusion suggests the same when it says that the
differences between the two approaches are really quite considerable.
However, | agree with Morrow himself that this hardly matters: what would
seem to be important is the precise nsture of these differences and in
particular the precise nature of communicative language tests. | am not sure
that the paper does this, or even sets out to do so. The paper fails to identify
traditional language tests despite frequent reference to them. Of course, an
unknown or unidentified bogeyman is easy to attack, since the truth or
accugacy of the attack cannot be ascertained. This is the not unfamiliar straw
man syndroine. However, this opposition bstween traditional and
communicative tests may not be the theme of the paper, since Morrow swates
‘this paper will be concerned with the implications for test design and
construction of the desire to-measure communicative proficiency’ and later
it is claimed that the paper has outlined ‘some of the characteristics of
language in use as communication which existing tests fail to measure or to
take account of in a systematic way’ and will examine ‘some of the
impilications of building them into the design specification for language tests’.
Note that ‘existing tests’ are not identified, so that it is difficult to evaluate
the claim. The second footnote of the paper leads one to expect that criteris
will be established for the design of communicative tests, by its criticism of the
ARELS and JMB tests for not meeting ‘in 8 rigorous way’ such criteria.
Unfortunately, this most interesting area remsins undewveloped, since it is
never clear what the criteria for the construction of communicative tests are,
or how the JMB and ARELS tests fail to meet such criteria. Morrow goes on
to say that working parties have been established to 'assess the foasibility of
tests based on commuriicative criteria’ but tantaiisingly does not specify what
thesa criteria are or might be. | wonder whether this is not the basic problem
with the paper, namely that criteria are promised but not established. The
importance of such criteris is that they wouid allow one not only to sttempt
to construct communicative language tests, but aiso to judge the feasibility or
success of such attempts. Although the article goes on to talk about “features
of language use’, ‘characteristics of & *est of communicative abillty’ anc
‘answers to questions’, none of these amounts to an explicit statement of
criteria, aithough, conceivably, such might be derived by implication from the
criticisms of ‘traditional’ language tests. And indecd, iater on we do appear to
be back with the apparent topic of the paper, ‘the central distinction betweean
2
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what has gone before and what is now being proposed’ and this is stated as
being ‘the relationship batween performance and the way it is achieved and
the testing strategy which it is legitimate to sdopt in order to measure it’. My
confusion may stem from two sources: the siready mentionad failure of
Morrow’s clearly to identify exactly which tasts are being attacked as
“raditions!’, allied with a failure to define terms like ‘communicative
proficiency’, ‘language competence’, ‘performance test’, ‘behavioursl
outcome’, and so on; and on the other hand, my feeling that it is not
necessary to draw unsubstantiated and inevitably over-simplifisd distinctions
between past and presant practice in language testing in order to explore the
important issue of how to test communicative proficiency however that
might be defined. It is, | think, important to bear in mind that Morrow is
probably talking about proficiency testing — tests dasigned by examinstion
bodies, or for organisations like the British Council — rather than sbout
classroom tests. It is unlikely that the lstter have been consistently guiity
of placing too much importance on relisbility, or accepting ‘validity of a
statistical rsther than a practical nature’, or of confining itseif to ‘the
directly quantifiable modes of assessment’, 8s he suggests. But even within the
confines of proficiency testing, | fear Morrow overstates his case. He claims,
for example, that the traditional ‘measurement of language proficiency
depends crucially on the assumption that (language) proficiency is nestly
quantifisble in this way’ (ie atomisticaliy). | wonder whether traditional
lsnguage testing ‘cruciaily’ depends on this assumption, in which case one
might very well reject it, or whether the fact is not something more sensible,

namely that such quantification is actually possible, uniike other, perhaps
more direct and indeed desirable ‘measurements’ and that such quantitative
measures at least give some Indications, in an indirect manner, of some aspect
of language proficiency. it ssems that such an interpretation would not then
rule out the value of qualitstive measurement, sven within traditions! testing
theory. The same point recurs when Morrow claims ti:at an atomistic
approach depends utterly on the assumption that knowledge of the parts
equais knowledge of the whole. Do we know or believe that such is the
assumption (in which case, Morrow is probably carrect) or do we believe that
the traditional testing position is one of assuming that we can infer the
knowliedge of the whole from the knowledge of the parts? Perhaps this is
another example of the straw man syndrome. Similarly with the analogy with
car driving which, aithough commonpisce, is sctusily misieading. Nobody
would wish 1o claim that s knowledge of the isolsted elements of the
integrated skill is suffictent for use, just as nobody would wish to claim that
knowing how to manipuiate the throttle, brake, clutch and so on of a car
amounts to driving a car. The real issue is whether such knowledge, and in
particular the knowledge of words, and of structure is necessary, and if
necessary whether such knowledge is precisely specifiable and therefore
testable. Even Carroll’s ‘clear statement of an “integrated” position’
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recognises the need for both integration and atomism: one cannot interpret
\his (oftquoted) remarks to mean that Carroll was against atomism merely

because on its own he feit it to be insufficient. Morrow wishes to add the L

‘ability to synthesise’’ to the ability to analyse language, but it seems

important to examine in more detail precisely what such an ahility is. Leaving

aside conceivably equally important factors like the ability to operate under

pressi-ve of time, emotion, society and the like, the synthetic ahility would

seem worthy of much more treatment than it gets from Morrow in this paper,

The nature or indeed existence of enabling skills, which we look at in more

detail later, would perhaps qualify as part of such an examination.

Another charge levelled against (unidentified) traditional testing is that it
views language learning as a ‘process of accretion’. Now, if this were true, one
would probably wish to condemn such an aberration, but is it? Does it follow
from an atomistic approach to language that one virws the process of learning
as an accretion? This does not necessarily follow from the notion that the
product of language learning is a series of items (among other things). Be that
as it may, the alternative view of langusge learning that Morrow pressnts is
not in fact an alternative, since by the same reasoning inter-languages can be
acquired through accretion. No different view of the language learning
process is necessarily implied, as far as | can see, by the notion of inter-
language, which can be translated as one or more intermediate products on
the road to proficiency.

incidentally, contrary to what Morrow states, a ‘structuraf/contrastive
analysis’ does not appear to follow necessarily from an atomistic approach
aithough it is probably impossible without such an approach. It does not
make sense to rule out contrastive analysis as the background for, or one of
the inputs to, aif test construction: presumably its usefuiness depends on the
test’s purpose, and contrastive analysis may very well be useful for diagnostic
tests.

Morrow’s coyness when it comes to identifying actual examples of traditional
testing, makes it extremely difficuit to evaluate his claims, particufarly for
communicative languago testing. In particular, he claims that there are seven
features of language use that are not taken account of in ‘conventiona! tests’.
Now these features of language use are undeniable, and it is helpful to have
them listed in this paper, but | doubt very much whether ‘conventional tests’
do not measure them. Of course, the question of how one knows or
establithes whether they do or do not is of central importancs, both for
traditional tests and for communicative tests, since the issue is one of
validation. If one uses the same technique that Morrow himself employs in
the discussion of cloze and dictation, (that is, face validity) then it is aimost
certainly just not true that conventional tests took no account of
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unpredictability, interaction, context, purpose, performance and so on. Of
courss, the crucial question, whatever the historical truth, is how will the
‘new types of test’ take sccount of these seven features ‘systematically’? The
question is evaded, as is the issue of the exhaustiveness of the list: ought we
not perhaps consider an extension of the list of features to sccount more
fully for the nature of language use, gnd include other features like deviance,
and negotiated meaning, or the frequent existence of mutually conflicting
interpretations of communicative interactions, and then examine the
consequsances in testing terms of such a list?

The assertion that conventional tests fail to account for the seven features of
language use is not the only unsubstantiated claim that is made in the paper,
and some of the claims ssem central to the argument. ‘The demand for
context-free language production fails to measure the extent to which fea-
tures of the candidate’s performance may in fact hamper communication’ —
the fact is that we simply do not know whether this is true or not, or indeed,
how to investigate it: what criteria shall we use to measure the hampering of
communication? Traditional tests are criticised implicitly for using simplified
texts rather than ‘suthentic’ texts snd tasks, yet the statement that ‘the
ability of the candidats to, eg read a simplified text telis nothing about his
actual communicative ability’, is merely an assertion, and wiil remain as such
until we can measure ‘sctual communicative ability’, by which time, of course,
we would presumably not dream of asking someone to read & simplified text
instead of being directly measured for his communicative ability. (A relsted
point is whether simplification actually mskes processing easier, which
Morrow appears to think it does. The evidence is at best ambiguous).

The demand for ‘authenticity’ is itself not unprobiematic. What are ‘authentic
language tasks * in a language test? Does not the very fact that the setting is
one of assessment dissuthenticate most ‘language tests’? Are there not some
janguage tasks which are authentic in a language test, which would be
insuthentic outside thet domain? 1 find the authenticity argum- .-t somewhat
sterile since it seams to assume that the domains of language teaching and
language testing do not have their own set of specifications for asuthentic
janguage use which are distinct from the specifications of other domains.
Thus ‘What is this? — It’s a pencil’ is suthentic language teaching language,
and so0 on. if one does not accept this, then suthentic tasks are in principle
impossible in a langusge testing situation, and communicative language testing
is in principle impossible. A related problem, possibly caused by lack of
definitions results from Morrow's statsment that ‘the success or fallure of an
interaction is judged by its participants on the basls of behavioural cutcomes.
Strictly speaking, no other criteria are relevant’. Without a definition of
behavioural outcomes, this is hard to evaluate, but on the face of things, | can
only assume that this refers to cartain fimited la.iguage functions like the
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directive function. How can phatic or postic usss of language be judged on
behavioura! outcomes? And why should behaviour on a language test be
judged only in thoss terms? This presumably relates to the notion of
performance test, but this term also remains undefined: what are the essential
characteristics of a performance tast? How is such a test to be valldated?
Against what? Behavioural outcomes? What would a performance test of
listening lock like that is differant from the sorts of tests we aiready have?
What, incidentally, would a nonintsgrated test of listaning be?

The quastion of test validation is central to any discussion of (proficiency)
testing. In communicative tests, the main means of validation would sppear
to be content or construct validation, but without clear specification of the
constructs, this is just not possible. A good example of the problems faced by
the theory, and practice, is the issue of enabling skiils. The paper implies that
we aiready know the relation of such skills to performances (‘An analysis of
the global tasks in terms of which the candidate is to be assessed . . . will
usuaily yield a fairly consistent sat of enabling skills’), but in fact we know
ver- little of the contribution mads to any particular event by any one skill
or aven set of skills, and very little of the way in which such ‘enabling skills’
can be said to ‘enable’. Even if we knew that such enabling skills existed, we
would presumably need to know their relative importance oversli, or even in
one giobal task. And even if we knew this, we would still be faced with the
likeiihood that any one individual can plausibly do without (ie not call upon
or not master} one, or a range, of the enabling skills, and still perform the
task adequately: this supposition is at least as reasonable as the one that
Morrow makes, and subject to the same requirement of verification. How
sither assertion might be verified is cantral sertherproblem of validation, and
no solution appears obvious. The same point would appear to apply to the
parameters of 8 J Carroll: to what extent, if at all, are the actual values of
these parameters of size, ranges, accuracy, appropriscy and the like, actually
specifiable for any one communicative event? 1f the values are not specifiable
in terms of some notion of the idesl performance (a requirement of criterion-
reference testing, which is what Morrow claims— and it remains s claim —
communicative testing to be) then what is the uss of such parameters? The

L

question is complicated by this notion of the ideal (or optimal) performance:

whoso performance, which performance is criterial? Morrow implies in the
paper that we are to compare non-native speskers’ performance with those of
native speakers (‘Tests of receptive skilis wili similarly be concerned with
revealing the axtent to which the candidate’s processing abilities match those
of & native speaker’). How are we to compare the performance of the twp
groups (natives and non-natives}? Which native speakers are we to take? Are
ail native speakers 10 be assumed to be abie to per‘yn ideaily on
communicative tests? We know native speakers diffsr in at least some
communicative abilities (reading, oracy, fluency) — how can they be

49

50




compared with non-natives? This aspect of the criteria question is simply
ignored: how sre we to judge performances on our tests? Tests, sfter all, sre
not merely elicitation devices for getting at samplss of langusge behaviour,
but assessment procedures: ‘Tests wili, thus, be concernea with making the
learner produce samples of his own interlangusge based on his own norms
of language production so that conclusions can be drawn from it’ (Morrow,
this volume p. 12). What sort of conclusions will be drawn and why? The
questions are not asked.

How are we 1o evaluate communicative language tests? What criteria are we tQ
use to help us construct them, or to help us determine their validity? It has
been suggested that Morrow does not provide us with any explicit statements
on this. However, some criteria are surely possible, unrelated to any particular
view of language o7 language use in the sense of being determined by such a
view: the criteria are statable in the form of questions one might pose of @
test: in a sanse they are meta-criteria, and ghe validity of the snswers depends
on the validity of the reisted theories. The questions one should ask of
language tests (of any sort, not only proficiency tests), when judging them,
when discussing the issue of test validity — does the tust measure what it
claims to measure? — can be divided into four sreas’ the test’s view of
iangusge, the test’s view of the learner, the test’s view of lsarning and
background knowledge:

What is the test's viaw of language?

What is ‘knowing a language’ in the test’s terms?
Does the test view language as a set of isolated, separable items?
Does performance on the test refiect performance in the real world?
Do 1he testees have to do things with language? )
Does the test measure the ability to function within a specified set of
sociolinguistic domains?
Is the test based on @ mode! of communication?
Does the test relate to the sociolinguistic variables that affect the use of
language in communication?
(eg Does the test measure the learner’s ability to recognise the effect of, and
oroduce appropriste langusge for:
the setting of a communication?
the topic of s communication?
the function of a communication?
the modality of a communication?
the pre.sppositions in 8 communication?
the degree of formality of a communication?
the roles of participants in a communication?



e

the status of participants in a8 communication?
« the sttitudes of particlpants in a communication?)

Does the test take account of the fact that communication:
is interaction-based?
is unpredictable?
takes piace under pressure of time?
takes place in a context? '
takes place for a purposs?
is behaviour-based?
is not necessarily totally dependent on langusge?
that is,
ars student reactions predictable?
sre complex language skills measured?
is the situation reai?
is the ability to interpret original messages measured
is the ability to produce original messages measured?
is the creative element of language use tapped?
is tho testes’s participation requiréd?

What is ‘meaning’ sccording to the tast?

static, residing in words?

variable, according to context?

negotiabie, depending on all the factars in the Interaction?
Does the test recognise that language is redundant?
Is the language sample of the test biassed?, ie insuthentic, unusual.
Does the test cover relevant aspects of language skills?

What is the test’s view of the laarner?

Does the test confine itself to the lower part of & hierarchy of skills?
Does the test make demands on the cognitive skills (knowiedge of the world,
understanding, reasoning)?
Does the test involve the affects of the learner especially ss in interpersonal
behaviour? A
is the test appropriate for the proposed testees in terms of their knowledge,
sffects, skiils?
Does the test take sccount of the isarer’s expectations?
ie his definition of his needs?

his notion of what it is to know a fanguage?
Does the test aliow different types of isarners to thow their abilities equally,
or is it bisssed in favour of one type of learner?
How would native speakers perform on the test?

[
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What is the test’s view of language leaming?

Does the test assume that language leaming is equivalent to gaining control
over linguistic problems? _
Is the test congruent with the aims and practices of the langusge tsaching?
ie is the language being tested in the way it is taught?
are the tests appropriate both to the target performance of the course
and to the competence which is assumed/known to underlie or enable
that performance?
is the weighting (balance) of subtests appropriate to the language
teaching?

Sackground knowledge?

Are extrangous variables — culture, subject-specific knowledge — invoived in
the test? Can they be excluded?

Does the test favour one type of knowledge?

Should the test have ‘neutral’ content? Is this possible?

Can content be separated from language?

What if the learner knows what to say, but does not know how to say it?

if we are t0 measure communication, which includes idsational knowledge,
then should not the subject specialist also be involved in a Tsnguage’ test?

Many of these questions derive from Morrow himseif sithough they are not
confined to this source. in a sanse, they form the unspoken criteria promised
but not given in this paper. The paper is really about the relationship between
theories of language, language use and lenguage learning, and tests of language
knowledge, language proficiency and language use. Morrow's final set of five
questions can be seen as pointing the way to such detailed questions as above.
The paper and in particular this final set of five questions, is very ussful for-
the way in which directions are suggested for future research. Indeed, the
only way in which we will ever gat answers to the questions posed by Morrow
is by carrying out research, and for a considerable period.

Summary
It seems to me thst the Morrow article contains many important points.

1 It correctly emphasises the need for testing ¢o catch up with language
teaching. '

2 It implicitly suggests ways in which testing might help teaching, thiough
the specification of lenguage use, for example. Ofie of the advantages of a

‘testing approach’ is that it forces explicitness.
\
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3 Morrow is right to avoid continua and clines, and to argue polemically. To
say that everything is really part of the same thing appears.to me to be
unhelpful: what is interesting is where the differences lie. Thus it is helpful to
set up dichotomies, provided, naturally, that the part of the dichotomy one is
putting forward is not merely a negative attack on straw men.

4 The view of language use that Morrow puts forward seems to be esse'nt'ially
correct, and fruitful of further hypotheses and research. Ne may, however,
rather undersestimate the dynamic and negotiated nature of communication.

> He is correct to see tests as embodiments of theories, or views, of the
nature of language and of language learning. This aspect of test design seems
to be neglected elsewhere. As he points out, if the theory is wrong, then the
validity of the test is zero.

6 The problem and importance of extrapalation and assessment are rightly
stressed, i
7 On the whole, he is right to criticise the past’s search\foc»maximum
reliability, and to point out the circularity of most validities.

However, | feel that the paper deals rather inadequately or not at all with a
number of important issues.

1 How are the seven {or more) features of language use to be tsken account
of in communicative language tests?

2 ltis important to distinguish between the problem of what language is to
be sampled, and how that sample is to be judged.

3 What is the status of the enabling skills? How are they to be adequately
measured?

4 The nature of language proficiency is left vague. Is proficiency something a
native speaker has and a non-native has to acquire? Does the non-native
already possess such proficiency which is merely realised in another fanguage,
but which is readily transferable, once one has ‘cracked the code’? What is
succassful communication? On what basis sre judgements to be made? Who
judges, and ‘'why? What about the effect of nondinguistic elements like
personality, motivation, awareness, and the like on successful outcomes? To
what extent is this a purely language problem? To what extent should tests of
‘communicative proficiency’ be language tests?
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5 What is the purpose c_:f the test? {s there not an intimate relation between
test purpose, test content and test format which is barely touched upon here?
How, precisely, would 1est cofent and format be affected by test purpose?

The adv;ntsqe of testing is that it forces explicitness: the test s an
operationalisation of one's theory of language, language use and language
learning. Testing is the testing ground for gny approach to teaching. If we
cannot get the tests our theories séem to require, then we have probably not
got our theories right (unless, of course, the theory implies the impossibility
of testing). Why has there apparently been such a failure to develop tests
consistent with theories of communicative language use?

0
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R™PORT OF THE DISCUSSION ON :
COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE TESTING
J Charles Alderson, Un{wnity of Lancaster

The most important question to be asked of any test, and communicative
language tests are no exception, is what is it measuring? The question that
arose in the discussions as 10 whether what communicative language tests are
testing is actuaily anything different from what has been tested before is a
subsidiary and less important issue: although there was a general suspicion
that nothing new was being tested in communicative fanguage tests, less
agreement was reached on what such tests actually measure.

It is not important that communicative language tests look different from
other types of test: what is impertant is that they measure what one wishes
to measure. (There may, however, be good political or administrative reasons
why ‘communicative language tests’ should loak different: if they relate to an
innovative curriculum which itself acpears to be different, 8 measure of
achievement on that curriculum which tooked like traditional measures might
engender disbelief in either the validity of the measure or the virtues of the
new curriculum). However, even though the difference between
communicative ignguage tests and other tests may be relatively less
important, one reason for comparing the different types of tests is to
understand why communicative iasnguage testing has developed, and what it is
that such tests appear to be measuring.

&
There would appear ta be a variety of dimensions of fanguage in use that
existing language tests do not tap. it was generaliy agreed that existing tests
may be unsatisfactory to the extent that they do nof cover psscholinguistic
abilities, (ke enabling skills), or features of languags {like unpredictability)
which it may be important for sturlunts to be exposed to or tested upon.
Such features ordimensions derive from two possible sources: either from
our theories of language use — that is, our developing theories of the use of
language for and in communication generate the dimensions which are to be
- operationalised in language tests: or they derive from ‘realife’: from:
observations of the world around us at a pre-theoretical, ie descriptive stage.

Attempts to improve existing language tests from the first perspective — that
of theary — are attempts to improve the construct validity of the tests:
attempts to improve tests from the second perspective, that of mirroring
reality in a more adequate fashion, are attempts to improve content validity.
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There is a potential conflict between these two validities, in that a theory-
derived test may fook very differant from a realdife derived test. For example,
one's theory may include the notiorr of the transmission of information as
being an important component of communicaticn, of language in use. One
might then construct a test to measure the quality of such transmission.
Upshur's (1971) oral test, for example, is an attempt to do just this, and strives
for construct validity. However, it may not lock like a real-ife situation.
When do real people look at a set of four pictures and try to guess which ore
another person is describing? Tests striving for conten? validity could
constitute job samples, that is, replications of reality, and would therefore
inevitably be parformance-based. The question is whether tests are mirrors of
reality, or constructed instruments from a theory of what language is, what
language processing and producing are, what language learning is.

1n our discussion we were in no doubt that an awareness of the existence of -
other dimensjons has increased in recent years, partly from work in
psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics, partly from dissatisfaction with axisting
tests (either because they do not look right, or because they are thought not
to give the results that are required).

Howevey, Gne evaluates any theory, presumably ; by its operationalisation. If
operationai definitions are not possible, then the theory is poorly stated or
inadequate. It is not clear to what extent such operationalisations have been
achieved in the construction of communicative language tests, and the view
was expresged that possibiy the fault lies, not with testers, but with the
theories: if they do not permit adequate definitions in lest terms, they are
not adequate theories. Should one, however, wait for the development of
adequate theories of language in use before proceeding with the development
of communicgtive language tests? it was generally felt that this would be
inappropriate, especially if it is the case, as seems likely, that a complete
theory of communication will not be developed for a very, very long time.
One claimed advantage of communicative tests, or perhaps more accurately
performance tests, is that they do not rely on adequate theory for their
validity. They do not, for example, make assumptions about the status of
competence in 2 Chomskyan sense, and its relation to performance — its
prediciive relationship to what people can sctually do — because such tests
aim to measure what peopie can do. If one Is interested in whether students
. can perform adequately {adequacy being undefined for the moment) at a
cocktail party, ‘all’ one has to do is to put that student into a cocktail party
and see how, he fares. The obvious problems with thi¥8réthast it may not
always be possible to put the student into 8 cocktail party (e ally if thers
are several thousand students involved), and the fact that the\performance is
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being assessed may actually change the nature of the performance. One
solution to the first problem is to simulste the cocktail party in some way,
but that raises problems of authenticity, which relate to the second problem,
that of the relationship between the parformance and its assessmant.
inevitabiy, any test is in danger of affecting performance if the testee is aware
that he is being tested. To that extent, it is impossible for a test to be
‘authentic’ in the sense of mirroring reality . Of course, tests are themselves
authentic situations, and anything that happens in a testing situation, must be
authentic in its own terms: the problem comes when one tries to relate that
testing situation to some other communicative situation. In a sense, the
argument about authenticity is trivial in that it merely states that language
use varies from situation to situation. The, féeling was expressed that the
pursuit of authenticity in our language tests is the pursuit of a chimera: it is
simply unobtainable because they are language tests.

It was argued that the only interest in authenticity in tests is in the gathering
of genuine dats (ie data that has occurred) as part of test input. Tests have
been developed based upon genuine data, where a real conversation has been
recorded, transcribed, and rerecorded using actors reading from the
transcription, at lesst partly in order to ensure good sound quality of the
final test. Such practice may be authentic and justified within a testing
context, although it probably runs counter to the original reason for
gathering data.

Since one cannot, a priori, replicate in a test situation what the students will
have to face in ‘real-life’, it was argued that what we should be doing is
looking at students’ performances on tasks defined sccording to criterial
features, (for example the dimensions mentioned by Morrow like
‘unpredictability’} and then extrapolste to the outside world. Thus our tasks
may not be authentic in the other-world gense, but they have value and
validity because we are tapping dimensions, ér abilities, which other tests do
not tap.

Another, weightier probiem than ‘authenticity’ that was discussed, is that of
sampiing. If one is interested in students’ abilities to perform in cocktail
parties, and one somehow measures that sbility in one cocktail party, how
does one know that in another cocktail party the student will perform
simifarly? The cocktail party chosen may not have been an adequate sampie,
This is particularly a problem when we are unable to be as specific about
what we want students to be able to do as in this example. If our goals are to
measure students’ abilities to use language communicatively or to use English
in @ variety of situations, how are we to decide which tasks to give students in
our tests which will adeguately represent those goals?
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If we are not intarested in the students’ ability to perform in a situation, but
in situstions A 10 Z, then how can we be sure that X is an adequate sample of
A — Z. Might not situstion B or M be more adequate?

This problem assumes that we are interested in prediction. The question being
asked in the debate about sampling is — can we predict from performance on
one task to performance on another task or series of tasks? Testing, in other
words, is about predicting some criterion behaviour. The assumption of .
communicative testing, which is an assumption until evidence is produced to
justify the notion, is that the only way to predict criterion behaviour is to set
up (real) performance tasks. The question is whether one has to put people in
to a particular situation in order to find out how they wouid perform in that
situation. The view was expressed that there may be in communicative testing
a danger of confusing the "how’ of predicting something, with the ‘what’ of
the prediction. Communicative testing appears to try to bring together the
manner and the content (or the test and the criterion) in an arguably
unnecessary or indeed impossible manner: the communicative testing
argument seems to be that liatead of giving somebody a driving test, you put
him into a cer, and see if he hits the wall. Such assumptions about the need
for performance tests need considerable ressarch activity to support them:
the discovery of the best predictor (driving test or performance) of the
criterion (hitting the wall or not) is an empirical issue.

it may be that the sampling problem is aiso an empirical issue: in order to

.find out whether performance on task X is the best predictor of performance
on tasks A to Z, one might give subjects a vast array of tasks to perform, and
see which is the best predictor. However, predictive validity is not the only
type of validity in which we are interested, as we have already seen.

in particular, the traditional proficiency test argument ignores the dimensions
of face or content validity . One might argue, from the perspective of predictive
validity, that what one is testing does not matter, provided that it predicts
the criterion behaviour {performance in 8 cocktall party). If the best predictor
of such behaviour is the size of one’s boots, then what one must do is
measure students’ boots. This argument confuses causality with concomitant
variation (students might change the size of boots they are wearing in order
to pass the test, but still be unable to perform well in cocktail parties), and
generally takes no account of issues like face or content validity.

It was generally agreed that the prior problem in both the sampling debate
and the prediction debate, would seem to be that of defining what one wishes
to assess, what performance one wishes to sample or predict. First one needs
to define what it is that students have to do with language in 8 specific
situation, or series of situstions. The danger is that in specifying
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communicative performance, one might end up describing an impossible
nriotv‘n\f situations, which one cannot encompass for testing purposes.

The value of communicative lsnguage testing, and the difficulty, is that it
represants an attempt to do precisely that: to dsfine the criterion one is
trying to sample or predict. Traditionally, proficiency testing at least has been
concerned to find the best predictor of a criterion: the argument has run that
the best proficiency test is the one which best predicts future behaviour. Thus
one might claim that test X is valid becauss it predicts performance in a
cocktail party, The crucial question surely is: what does one know sbout
behaviour in a cocktail party? Gaining that knowledge was felt to be of
paramount importance, since it represants the uitimate test. Thus one has to
define what it means to perform well ip a cocktail party. Once one has
described this, one has produced a specification, a set of guidslines, for the
construction of the test. Discovering the best predictor of this, or the most
adequate sample, is of secondary importance. Thus it may be that the issue of
extrapolation is not (yet) of crucial importance: even if we cannot generalise
from performance in one situation to performancs in a variety of situations,
if we can say something about performance in one situation, then we have
made progress, and if we can say something important about performance in
the target situation, so much the better. Ultimately, after ail, the student will
have to perform, despite the statistical evidence of the relationship between
predictor and predicted, or the theorised relationship between competence
and performance.

The discussion focussed on what communicative language tests should do or
shoulid fook fike. What is the nature of the tasks which students are given?
What makes them different from existing tests, and which features of
language use do they take account of? What, for instsnce, does 8 communi-
cative test of reading or listening look like? Presumably, 8 communicative test
of reading would be, for example, a set of instructions ieading to a behavioural
cutcome, linguistic or otherwise. The problem with this is that a satisfactory
outcome may be reached without ‘adequate’ linguistic performance. It is
possible to devise a vast variety of different tasks: what are the dimensions
that must be included to qualify as ‘communicative’? A claimed virtue of
communicative testing is that it is more explicit about what it is trying to
measure than existing tests are: in reading it may resuit in increased speci-
ficity of text type, or type of reading required, aithough this is not exclusive
to communicative testing. This specification may result in an atomistic
analysis of behaviours, which, paradoxicaily, may not be desirsble in com-
municative tests. An interesting result of this consideration is the ides that
the socalled dichotomy of communicative testing versus sxisting tests may be
separste from, and unrelated to the {equally arguable) posited dichotomy
between discrete-point and integrative tests. In this case, discrete-point
communicative tests of reading would be perfectly feasible and justifiable.
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The requirement that one analyse situations or target psrformance in order to
sstablish criteria would sppesr slso to demand an atomistic approach. In
order to produce s communicative test, one must, presumably, either sample,
or analyse and test. As has been seen, the problem with sampling ir that itis
difficult to do. However, it would appear that without & prior analysis of
performance or tasks, one would have no basis for sampling. Thus, at some
level, analysis is essential for communicative testing.

Most communicative testing has been concerned not with reading and
listening, but with tests of oral and written production, which have been
{argely neglectsd in recent years because of the inherent problsm of their
reliability. The communicative test of oral production par excelience is often
said to be the interview (a traditional form of testl). in an interview, the
tester can probe and force the students to produce language, based on an
inventory of questions and prompts. Typically, he does not work from a list
of structures, since, in a communicativa test situation, there is no need to
think in terms of structural complexity. Interviewers do not deliberately
manipulate structures to see if candidates can comprehend or produce them.
¥
One of the dimensions of language in use that was discussed in more detail
was that of unpredictabiflity. The argument is that langusge use is
unpredictable, and thersfore so should our tests be. To what extent are -
interviews unpredictable? The interviewer has a set of possible prompts and

_ questions and it would appear that the interview must be highly predictable.

Howsver, from the testee’s point of view it is considerably less so (he
presumably does not know what questions wili be asked). What would a test
that incorporated the dimensions of unpredictabllity ook like? it would
presumably not be a set of question-answer routines (sithough as was
suggested this is less predictable for student than examiner): to what extent
are ‘unpredictable’ tests possible for writing rather than speaking? If, in
speaking tests, one requirement is that the responsas, and indeed the
initistions, shouid be unpredictabie for the examiner, as participant in the
interaction, then the question arises of the difficuity of participating in as
well as evaluating an interaction that is ‘unpredictable’. A common solution
to this not unfamilisr problem is to haye an intsrviewer and an obssrysy in
the same interview, whers the obssrvar is the examiner! This, however, raises
the issue of outsider views: is it possible for an outsider to interpret
interactions, especially ones which are supposed to be unpredictable? If they
are unpredictable what does/can the observer look for? Can criteria be
established to allow the assessmaent of somsthing about whose nature we
know little in advance? In any case, different observers will inavitably have
different interpretations of events and their quality. This raised the
familiar problem in testing: the issue of subjectivity. To what extent in
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communicative testing is ‘objectivity’ of assessment attainable, if desirable? It
was argued that objectivity is never possible in judgements about language
related performance, and that one should simply aim to pool subjective
judgements. This does not mean that everybody should agree on one
judgement (score), but that judgements are averaged. There is considsrable
aevidence to show that any four judges, who may disagree with sach other,
wiil agree as @ group with any other four judges of a performance. (it was
pointed out that it is, however, necessary for markers to agree on their terms
of reference, on what their bands, or ranges of scares, are meant to signify:
this can be achieved by means of a seript or tape library).

Communicative testing has resulted in a focus, not onfy on the tasks of a test,
but also upon the criteria used for assessing performance on those tasks. In
particular the British Council has been involved in developing scales and
criteria for assessment, which cover aress like appropriacy, amount of
communication, content, establishment of communication, and so on. Judges
are typically asked, in a non-impression scheme, to rate performances on
severs] dimensions {thought to be refevant to the quality of language in use).
One would expect, and indeed one gets, differential performance on different
dimen:ions (such that it is possible to get, say, a three for appropriacy and a
five for content), and it is undssirable to add scores on the separate
dimensions together in order 10 arrive at some globa! assessment, because
individual ditferences will be hidden in such 8 procedure: what is required is
the reporting of some sort of profile. However, the question was raised of the
independence of such dimensions, if not in reality, then at least in the ability
of judges to rate independentiy. Cross contamination is quite likely, and only
avoidable, if at all, by having different judges rate performances on different
dimensions (such that one judge, for example, might rate on appropriacy,
whiist another rates on amount of communication}. The value of such &
procedure would need to be established by empirical research. A problem
related to the question of whether the grades given on particular scales actuslly
represent performance on the stated dimension rather than some other
dimension, is the question of whether communicative language tests are
actually measuring language performance as subsumable under language in
use, or whether they are measuring varisbles that might be said to be
extraneous, nondanguage reiated. What, for example, is one to conciude
about the performar.ne of somebody who, when asked his opinion on &
particuiar topic, does not volunteer anything becauss he does not have an
opinion? Or what is one to make of the shy or introverted student on, say, a
discussion test? Particularly in the area of EFL, it Is quite likely that there will
be cuitural differences among testees as to what is acceptable behaviour on
performance tasks, which might influence the amount and the quality of the
‘behavioural outcome’? What is ons to make of that? Must oné accept the
fact that the measures are not pure measures, on the grounds that ‘life is like

)]

62




that’, ie people with different culturai backgrounds or personslity or
cognitive styles will suffar in the real world as well as on our mtg?

The point was made that laymen hawve for a long time expeciod of language
tests that they test language: indeed, such has been the requirement by
sponsors of language tests, like the British Council, or the General Medical
Council, namely that only language should be tested, and ‘irrelevant’ variables
like personality, knowledge of subject matter, opinions and the like, be left
out of language tests. To the present-day applied linguist, this looks like a
naive oversimplification of the relationship between language and personality,
langusge and thought, language and cuiture and one might well claim that itis
in practice impossibie to separate langusge from these other areas. Yet, since
lay people hold such {strong) views on the matter, testers ignors them at their
peril.

A further expectaticn, particularly of sponsors, is that native speakers should
do well, even (within the bounds of reiiability) perfectly on a {anguage test.
Traditionally, proficiency tests were partially validated by reference to native-
speaker (perfect) performance. Communicative language tests in particuiar,
though not exclusively, raise the issue of whether native speakers can do the
task satisfactorily. Which native speakers is one talking about — educated?
unecutatsd? cartain professions! groups rather than others? Which language
is one a native speaker of — English? Medical English? The English used to
write inflammatory articles on medical topics in the popular science press in
a British context? Are we talking about native speakers who are (the
equivalent of) first year under-graduate science students, or eminent and
experienced neuro-surgeons? if a native speaker performs pooriy on a task, is
that because he is the wrong native speaker? Because he lacks the skill or the
languaga? Because he is too clever? One probiem that was mentioned with
some r.ative speakers on language tests is simply that they are too good: they
see ambiguities and difficulties on certain test items that non-native speakers
do not see: native speakers can often create plausible contexts for apparently
incorrect responses.

Talk, within the field of communicative language testing, of behavioural
outcomes, suggests that greatest importance is attached to the product of 8
communicative interaction. Considerabie discussion took place, however, on
the question 8s to whether in communicative language testing, or language
testing in general, we need to know how individuals reach their result.
Presumably for diagnostic purposes, information on the process is essential, in
order to plan some sort of pedagogic treatment or intervention, but is it
important to know how results were achieved, for other purposes?
Proficiency testing might only be interested in the pro " ict, not the process,
in which case one might argue that testing enabling skilis is inappropriate,
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because they belong to process. Indeed it was argued that enabling skills may
vary from individual to individual, and certain of them may not be used by
one person on one occasion to reach a given product, in the performing of a
particular task. f one is only interested in the product, then behavioural
outcomes are sufficient. If one is interested in knowing whether somebody
can cross London, one simply measures whether they get across London, and
does not worry about whether they used a map, used Arabic to consult more
knowledgeable informants, or followed the written instructions in English
that we as test designers had expected them to follow. What is important in
this view is whether testees cross London, rather than whether they crossed in
some prescribed manner {since in any event in ‘real life’ it is unlikely that
they would follow such prescriptions). It was felt in any case, salutary to
make the point that we are ignorant of how people achieve their ends, and
that this is impossible to predict, on present knowledge at least, since
different individuals will do it in different ways, or even the same individuals
will do it differently on different occasions.

Does one need a breakdown of Process in order to construct a valid test task?
To validate a test vis-g-vis its theory, one would appear to need a breakdown
of possible performances on that task. Otherwise, one only has the final
outcome for validation purposes. And one does not normally know whether a
test is valid simply because people have ‘passed’ it. However, if one wishes to
extrapolate, then one has presumably tc talk about underlying skills (e
Process — how people go about doing tnie “ask} unless the sampling solution is
accepted: ‘If you can understand that fecture, then you will be able to under-
stand lectures’. How one understood the lecture, or rather how one arrived at
one’s understanding of the lecture, is unimportant in this view. Traditional
proficiency tests, it was pointed out in the discussion, are not intended to tell
one anything at all about students’ processes and problems: they ‘simgty'
seek to answer the layman’s question: ‘Does this man speak English?

Although the debate about communicative language tests focussed upon the
question of what is being measured, it was falt to be impozsibie to determine
what is being measured independently of considerations of how a measure
will be validated. In other words, one anticipates the question — ‘how do you
know?’ — as a response to an assertion that a test is 8 measure of X. How, .
with communicative language tests, do we know if we have measured what we
clsim to measure? Now can we improve our communicative tests? When
designing a new test one must know what one thinks represents an advance
and an improvement over existing tests, and thers must be some notion of
how one can evaluate that, how one can confirm one’s suspicion. [t was
generally agreed as unfortunate that in the world of communicative language
testing, there is rather little discussion of how to validate and evaluate such
tests, or how they might have been evaluated in the past. One is certainly not

63

G4




absoived from the responsibility of stating one’s criteria for validation (not
just validity) by the (spparent} abssnce of other valid tests with which to
compare nne’s own. The argument that one cannot validate a test becsuse
there are no other valid tests in existence does not stand up since it appeals
only to concurrent validity. One problem with concurrént validation that was
touched upon is the problem of interpretation of correlations. If the
‘communicative’ language test correlates highly with {invalid) discrete point
tests, then is this evidence for the invalidity of the test, or for the existence of
one general larjusge proficiency. If one obsarves the (desired) fow
correlation, does this mean that the test is valid or that it is simply measuring
something different, or measuring the same thing rather badly, because of
unretiability?

Of course, one way of improving a test is to see what people think is wrong
with the existing instrument, for particular purposes, and then see if the new
test does the job better. A frequent complaint about proficiency tests is that
they fail to identify students who subsequently have problems in their fields
of study: they let into institutions students who should have been kept out.
ignoring the fact that test use and test construction are partly separate
matters, one might say that such a proficiency test is failing to do its job
because it fails to tap relevant skills. The problem is defining those relevant
skills. To find out if one’s new test is better, one might see how many
students passing it actually had problems, (ignoring the difficulties caused by
the fact that students who fail are not normaily admitted}. The problem with
this sort of predictive validity is the time factor: one would expect and hope
that the correlstion between test performanes and subs.quent problems
would decrease as other factors intervene over time, until in the end there
would be no correlation. One can see that the extrapolation problem is in fact
a validation problem, which relates to the problems of prediction (inciuding
the relationship with time factors) common to all language tests,
communicative or otherwise. The point about communicative tests is that
they make clearer the need to break the circularity of most validation
procedures (the circularity consists of correlating with ancther test or

. measure) by appealing to outside criteria, because, precisely, of the claim that
communicative tests are measures of language in use, ‘real’ ianguage tests.
However, appeal to ideology Is not sufficient evidence for accepting the
validity of & test. One needs empirical evidence to back up sssortions of
validi.y and claims that performance on one task relates to performance on
other tasks.

One way of validating tests is to relate them clossly to the language teaching
that has preceded them. It is at times cisimed that communicative language '
tosts are more valid because they relate better to current trends in teaching

than do other types of test. There may, however, be good arguments for tasts
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not deing in line with teaching (despite the washback effect) because tests can
be usad as a means of svaluating the teaching; of validating the teaching. If
one wishes to know not whether what has been taught has been learnt, but
rather whether the right things have been taught, then one needs a test
unrelated to the teaching: one needs a proficiency test rather than an

achisvement tast. Thus test purpose should have an effcct on tast content and
form.

Most arguments in favour of communicstive language tests are concerned
with the validity problem. However, validity is inevitably tied up with
reliability: an unreliable test cannot be vaiid (although an invalid test can be
reliable). If one concentrates on validity to the exclusion of refiability, it was
pointed out, one needs to ask whether one is messuring anything, since mea-
surement is quantification, and with quantification comes the need for
relisbility. There was genersi agreement that communicative language tests
need to concentrate on improving their reliability. it was argued by some that
this means taking the traditional ‘precientific’ tests, and making them more
reliable. One woy of improving both validity and reliabifity of tests is to
specity more closely both content and the criteria for assessment. it was feit
to be still an open question as to whether communicative language tests have
succeeded in Jdoing this, to result in more adequate and successful tests.

One of the problems of communicative language tests is the problem of
language in use: it is infinitely variable, being different for different
individuals at different points in time. Systematisation {in terms of a theory
or a description) seems highly unlikely, and yet dssirable for test
construction. Language, on the other hand, and more particularly grammar, is
reiatively systematisable, and therefore usabie. in addition, afthough it may
be claimed that communicative language tests are more valid because they
relate to students’ needs, such validity is relative, since it must depend upon
the ievel of abstraction: what two engineers have in common may be
different from what an engineer and a waiter have in common, inevitably

* tests are about and for groups of peoplc, not individuals. Levels of abstraction
are likely to be higher rather than lower: but it was argued that if one
abstracts far enough from g situation or task, one reaches grammar, which is
what iangusge ieamners will need whatever they are going to use the {anguage
for, and grammar is the lovel of lunguage most amenable to systamatic
description (and therefore it was suggested, incorporation in tests). However,
it was generally agreed that linguistic competence can only be a part of
communicative competence: and that aithough one cannot ignons ‘grammar’
in communicative language tests, one cannot rely exclusively on it. The
probiem lay in defining precisely what else there is to test
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SECTION 2 ‘

SPECIFICATIONS FOR AN ENGLISH LANGUAGE TESTING SERVICE
Brendan J Carroli, The British Council, London

The Testing Problam

1 The present testing system, devised in the earlier half of the 1960°s, was in
its time a well-thought-out and convenient instrument. Over the years, how-
ever, there have been great changes both in the size of the placement problem
and in approaches to language test development.

2 The number of applicants for training in Britain has grown out of all recog-
nition over thesa years. At the same time, thers has been an expansion in the
range of courses of study required, with increasing emphasis on thy applied
technologies and on non-university courses and sttachments which the earlier
test had not been designed to accommodaste. This incresse in numbers reflects
both an emphasis on manpower training sehemes under aid programnies and
the growing wealith of oil-producing countries in West Africa, South America
and the Middle East. ‘

3 Over this period, language teaching und testing methods have shifted
their emphasis from stomistic ianguage features, such as uncontsxtualised
phonemic discriminations {"hit — pit’) to broader features of linguistic
communication. The trend now is, as exemplified in the present repoit, to
postpone consideratiorf of language realisations until the communicative
needs of the usars have been clearly determined, broadly-speaking & socio-
linguistic approach. -

4 The trends noted in the previous parsgraph have also encouraged the deve-
lopment of programmer in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) so that fewer
people are now engaged in devising tests and tesching programmes which
aspire to meet equally well the needs of ail users, regardless of the purposes
for which they will need the language,

5 A recent breakdown of a iarge group of applicants for courses of study in
Britain gives as the five most important categories:

Agriculture {inciuding Fisheries, Timber, Vets.}
Engineering, Medicine {inciuding Dentistry},
Economics {especially re Development) and
Public Administration.
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Our problem is not just whether the present test can encompass the needs of
these, and many other, diverse study courses, but whether any single test can
do s0. And we have adopted the hypothesis that the solution to our testing
problem, and the way to improve the testing service, is through a process of
diversification of test instruments to meet the diversity of the test situations.

6 The language test system so developed will have to provide infarmation
which will engble us to answer two important questions about any applicant
— whether he is already likely to be able to meet the communicative demands
of a given course of study or, alternatively, what would be the nature and
duration of the course of language tuition he would need in order to reach
the required competence level. In designing our testing service, then, we will
need ta specify the communicative demands of @ variety of courses, of differ-
ent levels, types and disciplines, and to devise workable instruments to mea-
sure how far applicants can meet those demands. We must, in doing so, effect
a demonstrable improvement on the present system and ensure that the nsw
test itself is capable of continual monitoring and improvement.

Compiling the Specification
1 Purpose of the Specification

Qur purpose in compiling the specification is to build up profiies of the com-
municative needs of a number of students on study programmaes in Britain in
such & way that we wiil be able to identify common and specific areas of need
upon which an appropristely diversified test design can be based. It is of cru-
cial importance that at this stage our focus is on the communicative demands
~ the programmes make on the participants. As we have afready said, we will
bring to bear on the test design important operational considerations affect-
ing the administration of the test service, but it must be emphasised that such
considerations, however pressing, will not make the communicative needs of
the particinants disappear. We wouid hardl, be likely to achieve our aim of
test improvement if we ignored a patently essential communicstive need
merely because it entailed practical problems.

2 The specification framr :work
Each specification will provide information about the communicative needs
each participent will have in studying his programme and in iving in an

English-speaking community. The specification parameters are:

0 Details of the participant; a minimum amount of potentially relevant infor-
mation about identity and ianguage
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1 Purpose of Study; establishing the type of English and the purpose for its
use n the programme,

2 Settings for English; including both physical and psychosocial settings.
3 interactions involved; idenlifying those with whom thé participant will
communicate in English, his position, role relationships and social refation-

ships.

4 instrumentality; the main activity areas -- receptive/productive, spoken/
written, the channels, face-to-face, print or radio for example.

(4]

Dialects of English; whether British or American Engiish; which regions!
varigty, both for production and reception. Any dialect variations regional,
soCial or temporal.

6 Proficiency Target Levels; axpressed on a scale from ¥ {low) to 7 {high)
refated to the dimensions of text size, complexity, range and delicacy, and
the speed and flexibility of hantiling it; tolerance conditions expressed on
a scale from 1 {low) to 5 {high) refated to tolerance of error, style, refer-
ence, repetition and hesitation.

7 Communicative Events and Activities; the description of what participants
have to do, such as ‘participating in a seminar’ {event) and the pa-ts of
thoss events that assist skilt selection {ater, such gs ‘putting forward one’s
point of view’ {activity}

B Attitudinal Tones; concerning Aow an activity is enacted; derived from an
index af attitudinal tones - sets of antonymous continua such as formal-
informal’,

9 Language Skifls; a taxonomy of 54 skill categories, with their component
skilis, ranging from ‘Discriminating sounds in isoiated word forms — alio-
phonic variants’ to ‘Transcoding information in speech/writing to diagram-
matic display’.

10 Micro-Functions; as exemplified in sub-categories of function; units of
meaning between the leve! of "activities’ and their linguistic realisations,
such as the mic/o-functions of persuasion, advising, invitation.

Note The specification data in Appendix A are arranged under the
section headings, 0 to 10 as abovs
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3 Areas of specification

English Language Division staftf members have prepared specifications of
participants in each of the follow:ng six areas:

P1 Business Studies (HND)

P2 Agricuitural Science (Post-Graduate)

P3- Social Survival (Academic)

P4 Civil Engineering (BSc) ' .
P5 Laboratory Technician (Traines)

P6 Medicine {FRCS)

Specifications P1, P4 and P6 are for fairly typical English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) courses participants, P3, Social}prvivll, relates to the'sociai
needs of the average student on an academic programme. P4, Laboratory
Technician, is a good example of a sub-University trainee in a non-degree
study atmosphere. P2, Agricultural Science, is an unusual but not impossible
case where a student requires English almost entirely for the study of refer-
ence literature as, being on a two-way programme sttachment, he mixes
mainly with speakers of his own language or with English staff who speak
his language.

It wili be seen that a good range of leveis and programme types has been
included in our sample, aithough we do not pretend to have covered a
representative range of the total population. We hope, however, to elicit from
this participant sample, major design factors applicable to test development.

4 Specification data sources

Aithough it would be desirable to derive our data from comprehensive obser-
vational studies of the participants actually engaged on their courses, we
decided that less time-consuming methods would be sufficient to assess the
basic adequacy of our approach to test specification. The ultimate validation
of our methods would be in the sffectiveness of the tests based on their re-
suits. To ensure the best insights possible into this interdisciplinary problem
we adopted the following procedures:

8 Compilers

The compilers of the profiles were chosen according to their special inter-
ests and backgrounds. For example, the Business Studies specification
involved two staff members one of whom had published a course in Busi-
ness Englsh_the other had a degree in Commerce and had lectured in
Economics and Accountancy to adults. The Social Survival English profile
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was compiled by @ member of staff who was actually teaching the student
concerned on 8 pre-sessional English course, The Medical profile was pre-
pared by a staff member with considerabls experience in teaching a Uni-
versity Medical English course and who had close family connsctions in
Medicine.

b Contacts

All staff concerned made contact with institutions and/or individual lec-
turers in the disciplines concerned. The Laboratory Technician profile was
compiled in discussion with our Technica! Training colleagues and in con-
tact with staff and members of a course currently being conducted for
Laboratory Technicians. The Cwvil Engineering profile was prepsred by an
officer who had earlier done a study of Engineering courses and teaching
metihods in Britain who was advised by two colleagues in Education and
Science Division with appropriste degrees and experience. It is intended
that close and continual contacts of this kind will be maintained through-
out the process of test developmant and validation.

c¢ Documents

Continual reference was made to authehtic documents.in the disciplines
such as college handbooks, course syllabuses and standard subject text-
books. We found the widely-used titles circulated under the Low-Priced
Text Book Scheme to be of particular value in this respect. To exemplity
the exacting demands of the programmes, we inciude in Appendix D the
published requirements for a preparatory course in Civil Engineering.

In general, we believe our data collection methods represent a reasonable
compromise between what would be theoretically perfect and what could be
done in an acceptable time-scale with resources to hand.

Resuits of the Specification

We will now examine, in paraliel, the resuits of the six specification studies
with the purpose of identifying the essential communicative demands on all
the participants. This examination should enable us to identify three levels
of communicative demand — those common to afl (or most) of the partici-
pants, those shared by some groups of participants and not by others, and
those specific to an individual participant. In factorial terms we should obtain
broad indications of the presence of general, group and specific factors. This
informastion is essential if we are to make firmiy-based recommendations
about test diversification. Please note that it will not be possible to foliow
the discussion of results given below without constant reference to the appro-
priate sections of Appendix A.
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0 Details of the Participant

Our purpose in personalising the profile 1s to focus the collection and
interpretation of data on a real, or at feast a putative, individual so as to
counteract the natural but dangerous tendency to overgeneralise about
communicative needs. We are in fact using a simple case-study approach

to data collection. Now if we look at Appendix A at Spec. O, the Participant,
we see details of our six participants P1 to P6 as regards age, nationality,
language and standard of English. The Ps cover a range of countries and native
languages, with a certain bias towards Muslim countries, their ages range from
twenty to thirty, and their level of English is of Intermediate or Upper-
Intermediate standard. It is worth considering at this stage to what extent our
sample of course participants is, or needs to be, representative of the total
population of candidates for our tests. In earlier approaches to testing, it
would be considered necessary to ensure that the sample was representative
of the population of candidates as a whole, and the statistics of probability
would be used to measure the characteristics of that population; in other
words the approach would be ‘norm-referenced’.

In our present approach, however, we are starting from the specitication of
the commun:cative demands of target courses. Once these demands are
defined, it is for us to decide whether a particular candidate has met them on
the evidence of his test performance: it is not a matter of primary importance
to ushow performance characteristiCs are distributed throughout a population
of applicants many of whom, we now know, are likely to be ‘non-starters’
about whom we are not required to make refined, or delicate, decisions. Our
approach, then, 15 basically ‘criterion-referenced’ and our performance
standards will derive from ongoing courses and their students. In our recom-
mendations, we will put forward proposals which take into account the
existence of these ‘non-starters’.

1 Purpose of Study (Appendix A, Spec. 1)

We see from the information given that two of the participants are engaged in
postgraduate study, two in undergraduate study and one in sub-university
training. One of the specifications, P3, does not have a training focus. There is
3 fair range of disciplinary studies — Medicine, Agriculture, Business and
Applied Technoiogy. We are not, of course, centrally concerned with the dis-
ciplines as such but with the communicative demands their programmes make
on tye students, and their consequential communicative needs, It will be a
matter of great interest to discover how far disciplinary domains coinc.de
with or diverge from communicative domains.
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2 Settings for English (Appendix A, Spec”2)

it is immediately obvious that sithough there.is a variety of programmes there
is considerable uniformity in their physical settings. in all instances, we find
the Lecture room, Seminar room and the Library or Study centre. There is a
general need for practical or field work — on site, in industry or in the
casucity ward. For the more technologicaliy-oriented participants there is a
need for work in the laboratory, workshop or operating theatre.

The Agricultural Science student, whom we have already discussed as the
odd-man-out regarding study needs, will use his own language extensively
except for reference reading and use English in a restricted range of settings. -
And all students, however retiring their nature, will be living in English-
speaking communities with Social Survival requirements as outlined in the P3
profiie.

The temporal settings indicate that, again with the exception of P2, English
will be used many hours a day in term time and even extensively in vacations.
It is salutary to realise how heavy this avalanche of language demands is for
students who so often have had little practical experience of English as a com-
municative tool, who are confronted with new approaches to their subject
and who come from a cultural background very different from, and even
inimical to, their new environment.

3 Interactions ‘Appendix A, Spec. 3}

The importance of interactions for our participants is shown in the variety of
relationships recorded in the specifications. The most commoenly-mentioned
interactions, both within the programme and outside it, are:

Learner-instructor {and, for the Medical student, vice versa)
Professional-professional {in mixing with course staff and members)
Senior-junior (possibly re age, but more probably in the academic context)
Outsider-insider {as a foreigner, and as a newcomer to his groups)
Insider-insider (within national, stu-ent or academic groups)

Adult-adult (none of the P’s has a major concern with children)
Man/woman-man/woman {in permutations)

Equal-equal {both socially and academically)

The largest range of interactions occurs in P6, the Medical participant. Asa
senior medical person, this participant is by turn lecturer, adviser, therapist
and leader as well as having 3 student role. The Laboratory Technician, P5,
will also occupy a non-student role and, as an older and more experienced
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person, will be occupying non-student positions in preparetion for his future

duties as trainer and supervisor. It is thus important to reslise that some of

the trainees and scholars do not come to Britain in a humble role of tutelage

but are iikely to be put in positions of professional and personal leadership

for which they must be linguistically fitted if they are not to suffer grave foss
. of face.

4 !nstrumentality (Se. Appendix 1, Spec. 4)

We can see that both receptive and productive skilis and spoken written
media are required. We wili see from the next section that the relative
importance of the four communicative media (listening, speaking, reading and
writing) will vary considerably from profile to profile.

The main channels are the conventional ones of face-to-face and print. With
the increass in use of modern mechanical devices, we must aiso consider the
use of sound and video tapes, audio and video cassettes, radio, television, the
telephone and public address systems. This variety of channels contrasts with
the very restricted range commonly used in language testing and suggests the
possibility of widening the range of test presentations.

5 Dialect {Appendix 1, Spec. 5)

The commaon need is for contemporary English {(Historical or Literary studies
might have provided exceptions}. The participants will need to understand
varieties of standard British English and local varieties of English to be heard
in their area of residence, They will ba expected to produce i_ntelligi:;p and
acceptable standard English varieties of their home region (eg West African),
probably with a local accen. {eg Northern Nigerian}, The main basic require-
ment will be a certain flexibility in understanding s range of English accents
and the ability to produce a variety of English intelligibie to the other
members and the staff of their own course.

6 Target Leve! (Appendix 1, Spec. 6}

In specifying the target level we need to know for the first dimension (size)
the size of the text the participant wili have to handie, for the second dimen-
sion {complexity}, the campiexity of the text, and so on for each of the six
variables listed in Spec. 6. Each of these dimensions is assessed on a 7-point

~sgale from very low (1) to very high (7) and derived from the purpose of
study and the type of interaction for the participant,

The participants’ situation may also allow various degrees of tolerance of
error, stylistic failure, use of reference sources, repetition or re-reading and
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hesitation or lack of fluency. This tolerance is assessed on a b-point scale
from low (1) to high {B) tolerance. It must be admitted that the assessments
given by the compilers were subjective ones and we have not yet besn ab'e to
calculate the reliability of the rating system. We must therefore not read too
refined an interpretation into our enalysis.

a Verbal Medium

For purposes of comparability we have used percentages {(rather than a
1 to 7 scals) to express the averages of the dimension ratings in Spec. 6.
For each participant we give the average percentage rating for each of the
four verbal media: Listening, Reading, Speaking and Writing, as well as the
averages for each row and column, in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Average Ratings % for Target Level Dimensions

Participant Listening Reading Snuﬁlm Writing Average
P1 Business Studies 81 76 60 67 71
P2 Agric. Science 26 69 17 36 37
P3 Social Survival | 74 60 50 14 50
P4 Engineering 81 79 ~ 62 57 67
P& Lab. Technician 79 67 52 36 59
P6 Medicine 83 83 64 60 73

Overall averages 71 72 49 45 598

Even if we accept that the ratings in the table ook more precise than they
actualiy are, we can see very different types of profile for the various
participants, The overall pattern of demand is for a high level for the
receptive media {71 and 72} and &8 much iower level for productive medis
(48 and 45) indicating the fairly obvious fact that the participants play a
responding rather than an initiatory role in the learning situation. The
three EAP examples, P1, P4 and PG have rather similar need profiles, with
P& {(Medicine} having probably the most demanding one (average 73}, Of
the remaining three profiles, P2 (Agricuiturs! Science) is the most remark-
abie, with a high demand only in reading and an overail average demand of
only 37.

74

=1

J




Wo wiil show, irc Talsie 2 below, @ graphic represantation of the two
extreme protiles PG and P2 to Hiustrate porhaps the most significant
conclusion to be obtained from (fie presunt report, namely that the
pattern of demands of the various programimos can be very different both
overall and for the individual verbal media. Admittedly we have, tor
illustrative purposes, chosen the two extrems cases but the same con-
sigerations, in less extreme form, will apply to the other profiias.

Tabla 2: Comparison of Medical {P8) and Agricultural (F2) protiles

&

)
[>]

Programme Demand Rating

3

Verbal Medium

The first point to note is that the profiles are not level, but subject to con-
siderable rise and fall across the scale, indicating that the sverage demand
rating should not be used unqualified as an estimate of the difficuity of a
programme. In the above case, a student with a level profile of 50
(assuming that we have devised comparable profile calibrations for both
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programme demands and student competence)would be above the average
rating of 37 for P2, but would be below stanasrd on his reading rating. A
student with a ievel profile of 70 would be abov? the level of all demands
for P2 but still fali short in listening and reading modes for P6. The
important point we wish to make, and to which we will return later in the
report, is that in making piscamant decisions we must mateh the profils of
orogramme demands with the profile of candidate performance. This
conclusion is extremely significant in that we can now achieve our object
of improving our test system not only by improving the precision and
relevance of the tests themselves {the centre of our negotiations so far) but
also by clarifying and making more precise the communicative demands of
the various programmes.

b Tolerance Conditions

We will not go into such detail in our analysis of the ratings for tolerance
conditions because indications are in the same direction as those reached
in the previous section.

The different programmes have their own respective patterns of tolerance
level and the tolerance ratings are negatively correiated with the level of
demand; in other words high demand on performance goes with low
tolerance, and vice versa,

One conclusion from the tolerance conditions analysis is that the {east
tolerance is, broadly speaking, extended to language errors and the most to
deficiencies in style, recourse to reference sources and to repetition. We
can thus conclude that correctness of language usage — lexis, grammar,
spelling, punctuation, etc — is by no means an unimportant component of
communicative competance in study programmes, sithough, as we already
observed, this correctness should be judged in 8 communicative context;
the higher level skilis of scanning, evaluation and logical deduction, for
example, cannot be exercised in 8 linguistic vacuum. This is a consider~
stion that enthusiasts for the communicative approach have been in danger
of forgetting.

Apart from the ratings of toierance we have been considering, there is one
important polarity which placement agencies have been very familiar with
and which derives from the auto..omy of British educationai institutions and
their departments. This is that it is for the Head of a8 Department to decide
whether or not an applicant is to be accepted on g programme. At one
extreme we may have a post-graduste course in Medicine which is already
over-subscribed and whose Head is naturally concerned with retaining very
high standards of competence if only because the students’ decisions will
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often be a matter of life and death. At the other extremes, we may have the
Head of a Science Dapartment in a College of Further Education whose
students come simost wholly from oversess and whose staff would be court-
ing redundancy if they rejected applicants because they had language
problems,

It is clear that for the former type of department, our testing and tuition
must be such as to guarantee that the students have reached the required level
of communicative competence before they embark on their course of study.
In the latter type, whilst it will still be necessary to establish programme
demands and student competence levels, there will be much more scope for
concurrent ianguage tuition and, no doubt, for the provision of special bridg-
ing courses in which attention can be given both to the mvpmvement of
language and to subject skills. .

These considerations reinforce our earlier conclusion about the need to match
course demands and student competence levels, A clear, inteliigible system
for presenting the two kinds of information should therefore be available so
that Heads of Departments will have to hand & conveniant instrument for
making placement decisions,

7 Events and Activities (Appendix A, Spec. 7)

Events are what the participants have to do by virtue of the training pro-
gramme they have undertaken. A typical event wouid be ‘Attending s lecture
in the main subject area’, and this event could be broken down into compo-
nent activities such as:

‘listening for overall comprehension’
‘making notes on main points of fecture’,
and ‘asking questions for clarification’.

From the topics treated in the events are derived the significant fexical items
and jexical sets to be used on academic programmes. It should be noted, how-
ever, that language realisations are not derived girectly from these activities
aut via skills and socio-semantic units described Iatpr

The events and activities recorded in Spec. 7 reinforce the information about
settings aiready discussed. The main study focuses are lectures, ssminars/
tutorials, reference study, report writing, lsboratory work, and practical
work in industry, on field projects and in hospitals. The extent to which
Social Survival English should play a part in the assessment process has been
the subject of some controversy. On the one hand, trainees in Britain will
need some mastery of the kind of English used in sociai interactions; on the
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other hand, as the langusge formulse are heavily culture-bound, it may be
unressonable to expect candidates to be familiar with them in the way that
they could be expected to be with the type of discourse used in their own
subject areas. We are on the point of completing a new profile, P7, based on
‘English for International Use’, which may provide a compromise in this area
of Social English.

A 8 Attitudinal Tone Index {(Appendix A, Spec, 8)

The communication units derived from the specified activities (and referred
to again in our next section on micro-functions) are marked for attitudinal
tone. It is the expression and recognition of attitudes which often pose to
non-native speakers their greatest probiem, and is usually the ares of language
training which is the most neglected. In our specification, no less than forty-
three attitudinal tone continua are recorded, We list balow thirteen of these
tones which we judge to be most important partly in view of their frequency
of occurrence:

Pleasant-unplessant Respectful disrespectful
Cautious-incautious {p) Approving-disapproving{p)
Caring-indifferent inducive-dissuasive{p)
Formai-informai{p) Certain-uncertain{p)
Grateful-ungrateful{p) Intelligent-unintelligent
Honestdishonest(p} Assenting-dissenting(p)
Disinterested-biased

The participants are expected to recognise manifestations of all these tones
gnd to be able to produce those marked {p).

g Language Skilis (Appendix A, Spec. 8}

The activities listed in Spec. 7 may also be reaiised in terms of language skills
contained in the fifty-four skiil categories of our model and listed as a
taxonomy in Appendix A, For practical purposes of test development, this
area of specification is of the greatest importance. We have recorded for sach
skifl any profile which refers at least once to that skill.

On the assumption that sny skili recorded for 4, 5 or all of the profiles is
likely, because of the heterogeneity of our participants, to be of a genersi, or
non-disciplinary, nature and the skill category to be of broad significance, we
mark such skilfs with an asterisk below. We siso list other skills categories for
which thera sre skills with 3 occurrences as well as 8 smail number whoss
absance would give inconsistency to our list.
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List of Essential Language Skill Categories

Skiit

Category Abbseviated Title

4 Articulating sounds in connected speech,

7/8 Recognising and manipulating stress variations in connected speech.
9/10 Recognising and manipulating stress for information, emphasis and

contrast.

11712 Understanding and producing neutral intonation patterns.

13/14 Interpreting and expressing attitudinal meaning through intonation.

15 Interpreting attitudinal meaning th  ugh pitch, pause and tempo.

17/18° Recognising and mManipulating the sc. it

20/21°  Understanding and expressing explicit infarmation.

24/25° Understanding and expressing conceptional mesning.

26/27°  Understanding and expressing communicative valus.

19 Deducing meaning of unfamiliar lexical items.

22° Understanding information not explicitly stated.

28/29°  Understanding relations within the sentence.

30/31 Understanding and expressing relations through lexical cohesion
devices.

32/33° Understanaing and expressing relations through grammatical
cohesion devices,

35° Recognising indicators in discourse.

37/38 Identifying and indicating main point of discourse.
39° Distinguishing main ides from supporting detaifs.
40/41° Extracting salient points of text.

43° Reduction of text.

44° Basic techniques of text layout and presentation.
45 Skimming a text.

46 Scanning a text.

47/48° Initiating and maintaining a discourse.
51/52° Transcoding information {(disgram/ianguage)

If a test were devised using the skill categories marked with an asterisk, it
would cover the main language skill needs of all types of participant. in fram-
ing the test items we would refer to the Target Level indices and ths topic
areas provided by the specificstions. The skills covered in the categories
between 4 and 15, which we might call the iower-level skilis, tend to be
related to profiles P3, PS5 and P6, indeed 84% of occurrences in thess cate-
gories occur in respect of those three profiles indicating the existence of an
EOP (English for Occupstional Purposes) group factor. Further analysis of
the factor pattern suggested by the Language Skill analysis is of the highest
importance and is to be found in Section 3 below,
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10 Micro-Functions (Appendix A, Spec. 10}

The use of the term gunction® is currently a matter of extended debate, and
for a detailed discussion of its use in the present documant oné must refer 10
J Munby's thesis. For present purposes, however, we will-define the micro-
function as representing an intar-level betwaen evants (with their component
activities) and their linguistic realisation. When we have specified an event and
its component activities, we areé not yet in @ position 10 generate language
realisations. This process can be carried out via the sslected janguage skills
categorised in Spec. 9 with particular reference to skill categories 26 and 27
related to the communicative value {or function) of an utterance; or it may
be done by selecting the appropriate micro-functions trom Spec. 10 {atfirma-
tion, certainty, negation, etc) and marking them tor attitudinal tone from the
index given in Spec. 8.

We suggest that none of the micro-functions inthe 7 categories given in
Spec. 10 are 10 be ignored. it may be best in practice to pase test items on @
good coverage of the important skill taxonomy items suggested in Spec. 9 and
to support them with rele -ant socio-semantic units derived from the list of
Micro-functions marked wi h appropriate items from the index of Attitudinal
Tones, the latter half of the process being particularly relevant to the less
academic communicative activities.

This suggested procedure can pe checked for its value during the test develop-
ment phase.

implications tor Test Design

1 The various conciusions arising from the analysis of our sampie spacifi-
fications have nuw to be drawn together s that specific proposals for test
design and development can be made. It will be prudent first to reiterate our
reservations about the data:

a Thesix participant types we have selected do not purport to be a repre-
sentative sample of the levels and disciplines of the total testee poputation.

p The field work so far done depends t00 much on the subjective judge-
ments of the compilers and t00 tittle on close, extended obsajvation of
jearning sifuations.

c The reliability of the target jevel ratings cannot be youched for and -
they shoutd only be used 10 support broad conclusions.
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In spite of these reservations, however, we should not forget that the present
approach to test design via the detailed specification of communicative needs
15 @ breakthrough, énd a considerable advance on the traditional approach to
test design based either on purely linguistic categories (vocabulary, structure),
on the convenience of particular test types {(cloze, multipiechoice,} distrimi-
nation of phonemes or on hybrids of language categories and communicative
tasks (reading comprehension, interviews) supported by norm-referenced
statistics of probability. it is not that any of the above features are irrelevant,
it is just that they do not operate in a coherent communicative framework.

<

2 Range of Communicative Demands

On studying the various profiles, one is struck by the very wide range of com-
municative demands the programmes make on the participants. This wide
range — of skills, topics, channels, verbal media, interactions and functiona:
categories — exists even in apparently the most simple programmes. We arz
bound to conclude that conventional tests are covering too narrow a range ot
communicative and language requirements; this fact may explain the dis-
appointing results which validation studies of language testing so often
produce,

3 Common and spec:fic factors

We have used the taxonomy of Language Skills to study the pattern of
relationships existing between the various discip!ines. Using the data of
Appendix A, Spec. 9, we have recorded for each skill category all co-
occurrences of ali Ps; in pairs, in threes, in fours, in fives, and those skilis
recorded in all six P’s or for aniy one P. The data give us indices of the
amount of communicative overiap between the various disciplinary pro-
grammes which we assume to indicate similarities of demand between them.
We illustrate our findings in Table 3 in the shape cf a network, the number
of lines indicating the strength of the relationship between any two pro-
programmes; to keep the diagram intelligibie we have omitted small or
negligible relationships,

The main network feature is a clearly defined star-pattern with Medicine (PE)
strongly related to Business Studies {P1) and to Social Survival {(P3}, and
fairly strongly to Laboratory Technician (PS5} and Enineering {(P4).

The second main network feature (s the isolated position of Agricultural
Science {P2).
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Table 3 L anguage Skill Network
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The third network teature is the position of Business Studies {P1) as itself the
centre ot a subsidiary cluster relcted to all the other Ps and as a satellite of P6.

The conclusior we draw from these relationships is a perfectly clear one, that
Language Skill s equirement patterns cut right scross discipiinary boundaries;
indeed, in this study, we find the smallest communicative relationships
between disciplines which seem to have the most in common, eg Enginesring
and Techncran, both in the applied technology field.

We have not carried cut such detailed work on other specification areas but
a rapmd check on overtap of attitudinal tones suggests & simifar sort of conclu-
sion about comrnunicative features and disciplinary boundaries.

Thus finding has important implications for test design, but still leaves us with
& major unsolved problem. Even if the Medical and Business Studies pro-
grammes we have considered are highiy correlated communicatively, i1t still
remains that the spoken znd written discourse of ti e two disciplines are ver-
ditterent indeed ; their linguistic and diagrammatic realisations have very dif-
ferent appe.rances. Can we then test different disciplines with identical test
marerial, .elected to .est their common communicative recuirements? Or will
we, in doing so_ use over-generalised langusge/diagram realisations which may
favour candidates in one particular discipline or, worse still, te eouaily irre-
ievant 1o all the disciplines? We are not yet in a position to answer these
guestions, sO we propose to continue in 4 prag:natic fashion by preparing
tests in different disciplinary aress and by paying particu’ar attention in tost
data 2iialysis to assessing any benefits, in improved test effectiveness, which
can be related to diversification an g disciplinary basis.
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Pending a full statisiical analysis of future test results, we put forward a ten-
tative aisessment of the factor pattern underlying our network diagram in
Tabie 3:

Factor |: ‘general’ factor, accounting for a sizeable proportion {perhaps haif}
ot the variance, representing the common communicative requirements and
characteristics (intelligence, motivation, academic aptitude) of all participants,

Factor 1. an 'Academic Study’ factor reflecting the abitity to use the com-
munication/language skills necessary for handhing academic discourse of a
relatively neutral attitudinal nature.

Factor Hi: a ‘Personai Relationships’ factor representing non-study refation-
ships with contacts in field or clinical work .

Factors IV + : Specific or small-group factors representing the special addi
tional requirements of odd-man-out programmes.

4 Tesung versus Matching;

ft will be remembered that earlier (in Section 6. a) we reached a conclusion of
the greatest operational significance, that considerable improvement in place-
ment efficiency could be achieved not only by improving the tests themselves
but also by matching the competencies of the candidates with the communic-
ative demands of the prograpfimes, on a profile basis. This close integratian
cannot be achieved if the teSting service is seer as an autonomous, separately
-conducted opergtion in the manner of a periodically-set Proficiency exam-
ination. Nor will test efficiency be improved if tests are based mainiy on
formal languege considerations divorced from programme communicative
requirements. The closer the involvement of the receiving institutions and
placement agencies in the assessment process, the more likely they will be

io canduct an efficient placement service.

5 A framework tor measurement

We have already established the value of Jomparing, or matching, candidate
performancs with programme demands. What we now need is a common scale
upoi: which we can plot in a comparabie fashion, the profiles which express
sigrticant dimensions of the two types of assessment. This framework should
be intelligible to the non-specialist statf who have to make day-to-day deci-
sions about the placement of thousands of applicants. We give in Tahle 4 an
ittustration of such a framework .
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L et us suppose we are rating programme demands, and testing student per-
tormance, on six dimensions -- listening, resding, speaking, writing, integrated
skills and the average of all these scores. We show, in the framework, profiles
for the programme (P) and for two students (A} and (B). To aliow for rating
and scoring unreliability we assume a margin of error of 4 points which can
be visuslised as a grey area 4 points above or below P. Our placement officer
1s asked to make the classic decisions for Students A and B — whether they
are acceptable as they stand or, alternatively, what type of language tuition
they may require before acceptance. This task, which in normal cases he
should find a good deal easier than filling in his Income Tax return, is done
by reference to the respective profiles.

Tabie 4: Matching programme demands and student proficiency

L R Sp Wr int Av

Programme Ratings and Student Scores

200 ¢ 4 } o -
10*_,__. l______- ‘ e [P SRR ....-—i
0 L
L R Sp Wr int Av
Key: Rating/Tuest Dimensions
Programme Student A Student B

———= — e = N o—-O—0
Error margin = 4 points



Student A, even allowing for any errors of measurement, is significantly
sbove the profile, P, in ail dimensions and he can be recommended for
acceptance (in respect of his communicative competence) without qualifica-
tion. The chances of his having language problems on his course of study
are very small indeed,

Student B, however, is significantly below the Programme Rating in 3 areas
listening, reading and integrated skiils; and just below, aithough not signifi-
cantlyso, in speaking and writing. He will therefore require language tuition
before his course begins. A decision then has to be made about the nature and
duration of his tuition. As his main deficiencies are in the receptive media and
in integrated skills, some emphasis on those areas will be recommended. The
extent of his deficiency can be counted in terms of bands, ie 3 bands each for
L and R and 2 bands for Int, or 8 bands in all. Let us assume an average
tuitional requirement of 25 hours per band, then we will recommend 200
hours of language tu:*ion. The bases for such estimates can be made more
precise in the light of experience.

Such a matching system would not only improve our placement process but
could also effect considersble economiss in pre-course tuition — an extremely
expensive activity — because we would now have much more precise guidante
about the nature and duration of the tuition than we could have ottained by
comparing a student’s average score with g vague estimate of course require-
ments, 8 hit-or-miss procedure which runs the risk of providing over-tuition
for caftain students and under-tuition for others,

6 Syliabus Implications

In preparing the test content specifications for our participants, we have at
the same time been specifying essential parts of the syllabus content specifica-
tion for teaching purposes because we cannot specify test requirements in a
curricular vacuum. This doubile result is, however, a fortunate one for our
Testing Service as we now have ready to hand a tuitional blueprint to supple-
ment the placement system. The detailed work on specification, then, has not
been nugatory but has added a significant dimension to the operstional re-
sources of the testing/tuition service overall.

7 Test Format

in our preparatory work, we have had no difficulty in devising test types to
measure the varied communicative features revealed in the specifications,
indeed the range of activities brought up has been s valuable stimulus to test
development. [t is not the devising of test formats which has been the
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problem, but the making of an operational framework in which to deploy
them. We will in our proposals give an outline of a test format which we con-
sider relevant, but we emphasise that the central point of this report is the
specification of communicative needs and demands and that discussion of test
tormats should not by-pass the crucial area of specification.

Operstional Requirements

in this section, we will focus our attention on the operational requirements of
overseas e resentations and training/scholarships departments but we must
remember that they are working basically on behalf of the British institutions
of all kinds, Universities, Colleges and Research Institutes, who actually receive
the students. Here are the main operational requirements:

1 Tests must be readily available at all times of the year. Several representa-
tives have said that to arrange fixed dates for ter: applications {(say three or
four times a year) would introduce intolerable delays in the manpower
training cycle.

2 Results of the tests must be available within days or even hours of their
administration to candidates. One senior representative for example has said
that if he has 1o wait for more than a week for results he will not be able to
use the Test Service.

3 Clear guidance must be available to assist staff in interpreting test resuits
for placement and/or tuition purposes.

4 in certain countries there are (arge numbers of candidates {estimates vary
between 50% and 80%) who have no reasonable chance of achieving any kind
of satisfactory pass performance. A rapid screening device for identifying
such candidates is urgently needed.

5 Most representatives are keen to see an improvement in the efficiency of
the testing service but wish to achieve this with the minimum of increase 10
their administrative joad.

6 The cost of testing is a sensitiva issue. Considerabie opposition to 8 pro-
posed fee of £10 plus local costs has been demonstrated. Different regions of
the world vary considerably in their reactions to price increases.

7 Security of tests is important, particularly as versions of the present test
are known to have been compromised. This does not mean that every test has
to be a completely new one, but that alternative versions should be avasilable,
and old varsions should be replaced, at a rather faster rate than they are at
present.

-
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8 Insmall represantations or where professional ELT resources are not avail-
gble, the application, murking and interpretation of tests may require external
assistance on a regiona!l or central basis.

9  Areas with large Direct English Teaching operations have considerable re-
sources available for testing.

10 There will always be unusual or specially urgent demands for testing
not catered for within any broadly applicable test 1-amework. Exceptions
must be aliowed for.

Overail, the variety of requirements of 70 or 80 representations and up to
120 countries demands a flexibie (even untidy) approach to language assess-
ment if a large and complex manpower programme is to maintain its opera-
tional momentum.

Recommendations for a Language Testing Service

1 We now put forward for consideration a number of recommendations
concerning the design and development of the testing service. In framing the
recommendations, we have aimed to give balanced consideration to the find-
ings of our specification analyses, to the practical constraints upon those who
have to operate the service and to commonsense considerations about what is
feasible in present circumstances.

Recommendation 1 — Test Phasas
That a two-leve!l testing pattern be adopted with the following phases:

Phase A A broad-span, easily-administered screening test in listen-

ing and reading skills, covering in @ non-disciplinary manner the receptive
L.anguage Skill categories 20, 24 and 26, {information handling, concep-
tual meaning and communicative valuej and Skiils 30, 32, 37, 39 and 40.

Phase B A modular test pattern covering the communication skills
appropriate to about 6 major disciplinary areas with sizeable nuinbers of
candidates. These disciplinary tests should be supplemented by an Acade-
mic Communicstion Skills test designed for applicants who are not
certain about their course of study, wjo are not adequately catered for
in the existing disciplinary modules or are undertaking inter-disciplinary
studies.
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Recommendation 2 — Marking

That Phase A be marked in an objective manner and capable of being applied,
marked and interpreted locally by non-specialist staff, That Phase 8 shouid be
marked in as objective a manner as possible but may contain features requir-
ing trained assistance for application and assessment.

Recommendation 3 — Interpretation

That the principie of matching students to course demands be accepted and o
. profile framework be devised to facilitate interpretation of test results.

-~

Recommendation 4 — Development

That a test development team be specially trained in the use of specification
techniques and the devising of tests derived from them and to prepare two
parallel versions of a Phase A test and one version of a test for each of the
Phase B areas.

2 A Sample Teasting Pattern

Before a firm test pattern can be devised, decisions on the recommendations
above will have to be made and the number and content of modular gress will
have to be ascertained, We put forward a ‘shadow’ test pattern, subject to
modification, =5 follows:

Phase A, Reading Test (approx 50 minutes)

1 Test of conceptual meaning skills in Skill Category 24 and relations within
sentence, Skill 28. (50 items, m/choice, discrete)

2 Test of communicative value, Skill 26, and Lexical and Grammatical cohe-
sion devices, Skilis 30 and 32. {0 items, modified m/choice cloze type)

3 Understanding of information, Skill 20, with component of Attitudinal
Tone input {Spec. 8) and Communicative Value, Skill 26 (and Spec 10)
{30 m/choice items based on texts}

Listening Test {approx 30 minutes,

1 Recognition of shapes, diagrams and pictures from taped descriptions, test-
ing conceptual meaning, Skill 24. {30 muitiplechoice items}

2 Recognition of short sentences from taped descriptions testing conceptual
meaning, Skill 24 and function, communicative value, Skill 26, {30 multiple-
choice items)



3 Con mr.ension of a lacturette of about 3 minutes, test of secognition of

facts, Skill 20 and identifying main point as in Skills 37, 39 and 40
(20 multiplechoice items)

Phase B Modular Tests (approx 100 minutes)

[Possibie areas:— Agriculture, Medicine, Science, Technology, Administration,
Educstion; plus General Academic test based on English for academic and
international use)

1 Reading Study Skills test; of Skills numbered between 22 and 52,
especislly the starred skiils, based on information bookiet on topic area.
{40 multiple-choiee items with same accepted alternatives for ail modules to
facilitate marking}-

2 Writing $kills test; problem-solving, descrip*ive and referance skill writing
based on information bookiet. (Subjective rating sccording to scale and with
photo’ed samples of examples at different levels)

3 Structured interview; in cases where there is high demand and low tole-
rance for speech skills. (Subjective rating on detsiled scalo and based on
information booklet. Cassette samples of different levels available)

Time Limits. As tolerance for time/fluency is fiirly high, it is recommended
that time limits should be fairly generous and allow the normal student to
complete most of the items. Overseas, 8 good deal of testing will be confined
to Phase A (Readi: g Test) and perhaps A {(Listening Test) and & comparstively
smali number may do all parts. In UK, the interest will probably shift to
Phase B especially for University entrance purposes.




APPENDIX A

Specitication of Communicative Needs

The Participant P1. Business P2. Agriculture
Spec. 0 Age 20's 20's
Nationality Nigerian Venszueian
. Language Hausa Spanish
L English Std intermediate Elemantary
Spec. ! E Purpose of study
E Course HND Business Post Graduate
i Studiss Agricultural Studies
) : Polytechnic University (English for
f Referance)
i Study Aress Business Studies: Agriculture:
; Economics, Law, Cattle bresding,
i Business Accounts, Animal husbandry,
; Statistics Physiology
' Marketing,
| Purchasing
General Area Soclal Sciences Biological Sciences
Spec. 2 Serting for English
Physical Lecture room Lecture rooms
Tutorisl room {_sborataries
: Library Library
i Factories Bookshop
| Business offices -
|
| Temporsl Full-time in term, In English classes
pius vacstions, in term-tima 10
Av: 10 hours per day hours per week
Less in vacation
Spec. 3 {nteractions * Learner-instructor {earner-instructor
*Cutsider-insider Non-nstive-native
Non-professional- Ingider-ingider
professional Adult-adult
| “Non-native-native *Professional-
* ingicer-nsider professional
* Aduit-adult
Note: Interactions recorded three or more times are marked with an asterisk
S
a0

J1




E

’O
L]

P3. Socuil
r . .
; 20's
 Turicish
Turkish
}Upw Intsrmed,

Academic Studies
at University -
{Socw! purpose)

not specified,
$OC 1] surviva!
tor specitic
'study area

-

.
! On campus,
Cantoens, cafas
offices, Mouses
Places of Enter
tainmant
Sports places

Daily usa
10-12 hours per day
throughout year

Learnsr.nstructor
Qutsider-insidar
Beneficiary -
benefactor
Non-native-native
Insicler-insider
Adultadult
Professional.

protessional

P Y Jumior senior (+vv)
| Advisee-adviser

| *Man/woman-

| man/women

! *Equsi equai

{ Friand-friand

| Guest-host

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P4. Enginsering P5. Technician P6. Mecicine
20's 30 26
Sudanma Ethiopian Ssudi
Arsbic Ambharic Arabic
tntermediste Intprmediate Upper Intermed.
BSc in Civil E xperience as Post Graduste
Enginearing Madical Lab. studing in
Univergity Technician Medicine for FRCS.

Hospital/Collage Teaching Hospita!
Engineering Medic Lab Techniques: Medical Studies:
all branches (gen) Physical Sciencss Anatomy,
Maths, Efectrical Biotogical Sciences Surgery,
Science, Thermo- Para-medical General Madicine,
tiuids, Mechanics, Workshop practice Consultancy &
Surveying, Project Casuslty work
Finance & appraisal
Enginesring Scisnce Mixed Technology Medicine

e ey S |
Lecture halis College Hosital surgery
Workshops Hospital wards
Laboratonies Teaching sreas Cperating theatre
Library Library Lecture rooms
Tutarist rooms Workshop Seminar rooms
Fieid sites Library
Common Roormn

Daily, alf day Weekdays 6 hours, 5 days per week

Up to 10 haurs
p day

Learner-instiuctor
Qutsider-insider
Non-native-native
Adultadult
Professional-
professional
Junior senior
Man/woman.man/
woman
Stud_antrltudent

less at waekends,
Ruring training
course

8 haurs + per day
Reaguisriy whiist
in UK

Learner-instructor
Non-netive-native
insider-insider
Adult-aduit
Professionai-

professionai
Equal-equal
Man/woman-man/

woman
Customer-sarver
Membaer of pub-ofticial
Guest-host

)

" Professions)-

Learner-instructor
(+yw)

Therspist-patisnt
Adviser-advisee

{+ww}
Consultantclient
Leader-follower
Adultadult

professional
Professional-

non-professional
Senior-junior {+wvy)
Equai-equa!
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instrumentality P1. Business P2, Agriculture

Spec. 4 Medium Listening a3 Py
Speaking

Reading

Writing

£

Monoiogus ss P1
¢ Distogue

(spaken and written to be hesrd or read;
sometimes to be spokan as if not written)

Chann_o_l Face-to-face Face-to-face
Print Print
Tepe
Film
Spec. 5 Dialect All sactions: Understand British Standard

English dislect. Produce scceptable regionat
version of Standard Engtish accent.

Spec. 6 Target Level  (in the 4 media fdy each sectlon)

mm L Sp R Wr L Sp R Wr

{max=7) Size 6 3 7 3 2 1 7 3
Compisxity 7 4 6 6 2 1 6 3
Range 5 4 6 5 2 1 4 2
Dslicacy 5§ 6 6 6 Tt * & 3
Speed 6 4 & 6 3 2 5 3
Flexibility § 5 3 3 1T 1 2 1

Tolerance Conditions L Sp R Wr L Sp R Wr

{max=B) Error 2 4 3 3 4 § 1 2
Style 4 4 b 4 § 65 4 4
Refersnce 3 4 2 2 5§ 5§ 3 3
Repetition 3 &4 2 3 5§ &5 & 3
Mesitation 3 4 4 23 4 5 3 3

S — e

92




Pl Socle! P4. Enginsering PS. Technician P6. Medicine
as P s P e P as Pt
s P as P9 ss P as P
Fece to-foce Face-to-fece Face-to-fece Face-10-face
Telsphone Print Telsphone Telsphone
Print Film Rudio Print
Public sddress Pictoris! Print
Radio Mathematical Tape recorder
TV
Dise
Tape recorder
Film
Dialect All ssctians: Understand British Standard
English dislect. Produce scceptable regional
verslon of Standard English sccant,

L S R wr L Sp R wr L S R W L Sp R WwWr
4 3 4 6 3 7 2 6 4 § 3 6 5 6 &
4 3 & 3 6 6§ €6 & 8 3 & 3 € 4 6 4
7 3 &5 1 S5 4 6 4 8 65§ 68 3 8§ 4 6 4
4 4 4 1 6 4 6 & 6 B 6 23 6 5 6 &
6 4 4 1 6 3 4 4 8 3 5 2 6 4 5 4
6 4 4 5 3 4 3 3 2 1 1 6 &5 €& 4
L Sp R Wr L Sp R Wr L Sp R Wr L S R w
3 4 3 5§ 3 3 3 2 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4
4 4 4 5 2 3 3 3 § 6 B 6 3 3 3 3
2 2 5 3 & 4 65 8 5§ 5§ 6 5 3 3 4 4
2 3 5 4 3 4 3 & & & & & 4 3 4 3
2 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 23 3 3 4 &
S — e ——
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Spec, 7

P1. Business

1 Lectures

Listen for overall
Comprehension
Make notes

Ask for clar:fication

2 Seminars/Tutorials

Discuss given topics

Make notes
Ask for clarification

3 Reference Study
intensive reading

Assignment rdg
Assessment rdg

4 Writing Reports
Sort out information
Factual writing
Evsluative writing

Raoutine checking
Reading for intensive

Listen for comprehension

Reeding for main infm

§ Keeping up-todate

Reading for infm search

6 indust/Comm Visits

Discuss topics
Discuss after visit
Listening for infm
Take notes

Ask for clarification

Eventy/Activitios

P2. Agrigulture

1  Refsrence Study
intensive for all infm
Specific smignments
Evaluative rexding
Main infm rdg

2 Curvent Litarature
Routine chech

Koep abrasst
For main information

3 English lessons
Test study

Teacher exposition
Group work

4 Other

{Note: English is not
much used in this
Spanish context,
autside the study sres}

P3. Social

1 Officisl discumions
Reading torms
Complete documants
Discuss with officials

2 Social in Britsin
Personal information
invitations

Maesitime conversation
Compisints

Polite conversation

3 Piaces of Interest

Reading text for infm
Entrance/tickets
Guidebooks

Listen to commentary
Ask for information
4 Shopping

Attract attention
Discuss goods

Giva choice

Afrr w8ymant
Complaints

Ssle documents

§ Health
Appt-person/phons
Discuss symptoms
Complete forms
Medicai directions

5 Restsursmy/cafes
Attract attention
Piace order(s)

Deal with bill
Compisints

7 Travel
Timetablas, schadules
State destination

Pay fares

Maps, explanations
Road signs/symbols




P4. Engineering

[ Lectures
Work sheets

2 Tutorils
Sheets, notes,
Seek clarificat

5 Fiek Work

Periodical wor

Discuss probie

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Notes/diagrams
Oisplsys/models
Seek description
Understand lectures

dispisys
ion

Evaluate schen s
Problem solvin,
Mathematical probs
Aszignment spprec
3 Ixpariments
Prove hypathesis
Solve probiem
Write up experiments
Report on projects
Explore principles
4 Reference Stgg!

Intensive sxperiments
Intensive re appiics
Refer to tables, dats
Subject periodicals

General s 19 visit

k visits

Survey instruments
Experimental surveys

ms

Write up experimaens»

P6. Madicine

PS. Techniclan
1 Lectures

*Linon to explanations
Listen to instructions
Coord with colisagues
Take notes
Record test resuits
Questions & commaents
Read instr for test
Read instr re specimen

2 Referance Study

Rdg for main information
Intensive reading
Take notes

3 Give Recomm. .ndstions
Prapare notes

Speak 10 notes

Talk sbout disgrams
Answar queries

Tape-slide uses
Reading for main infm
intensive reading

1 Disgnosis

Quastioning,
replirasing

Compr garbled infm

Notes for records

Ask for claritication

2 instruct Staff
Groups or jgdividuals
Question check
Write notes (med codes)
Requests re nstructions

3 Write
Personal letters
Case descriptions
Note form

Full reports

4 Students Seminars
(conduet)
Explain themes
Questlon, correct
Pressnt peer seminars
Notes, handouts
Bisckboard, OMP
S Attend Lem/Seminars
Comprahend overall
Seisctive retention
Notes for reconstruct
Ask for clarification
Pressnt own tooic
Informal discussions
8 HReference Study
Intensive readiing for sl
Reading for main paint
Reading for » ec. assignmant
Assess position
Routins check
Exophoric reading
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Spec. 8 Attitudinal Tone index

(This list yives the suparordinate terms and the ‘P’ profiles which indicate their
significance eg 4, 5, 6, indir=tes thet P4, P5 and PG record this tone)

Superordinate polarity

P occurmences

Happy - unhappy
Contentedt - discontented
*Plsasant(ing) - unplessantling)
Cheecful - dejected
Frivolous - seriqus
Rejokcing - lamanting
Entertaining - tedioug
Exciting - unaxciting
Humorous - rumouriess
Sensitive - insansitive
Hoping - hopelen
Courageou; - fesring
*Cautious - incautious
*Caring - indifferant
" Wondering - unasionished
Modsst - proud
*Formal - informai
Friendly - unfriendiy
Courteous - discourteous
Socisble - unsoclable
Unresentful - resentful
Pleased - disgpieased
Patieng - impatient
*Grateful - ungrateful
*Honest - dishonest
*Disinterestud - bissed
*Respectful - disrespectfui
Admiring - contemptuous
Praising - detracting
* Approving - disspproving
Regretting - unregretting
Temperate - intemperata
Escitsble - unexcitable
Willing - unwilling
Resolute - irresciute
*inducive - dissuasive
Active - inactive
Concordant - discordant
Authoritative - unauthoritative
CoMpuiiing - uncompetiing
*Certain - uncertsin
*inteliigent - uninteiligent
\"Assanting - dissenting

445565686

-0

56
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wn
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4
6
258686
666
286
266
2
2

455666
hasshge -
4666 v
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Notes (1) P3. {Socisi English] has heen omitted from this list
- {2} The symboi” denotes & hyponym
{3} Tones used by 4 or more of the & profiles sre indicated with an asterisk.
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inventory of Language Skills

We now record which Profiles require the Language Skills of the
Munby list, to which refer for expansion of the abbreviated titles
below. Skills required by 4 or more profiles (out of 6) a.e marked
with an asterisk, . ’

Skill  Abbreviated title

Catsgory
1 Discriminating sounds in isolated wofds.
nil .
2 Articulating soupds in isolated words.
nil
K] Discriminating sounds in connected speech.
31 Strong/weak forms 4
4 Articulating sounds in connected speech.
4.1 Strong/Weak forms 466
42 1 Neutrslisstion 5
43 Reductién vowels 6
44 Sound modification 5
45 Word boundaries 66
48 Allophonic variation 56
5 Discriminating stress within words.
5.1 Accentug! patterns 5
5.2 Meaningful patterns b
5.3 Compounds 5
6 Articulating stress within words,
6.1 Accentual patterns 656
8.2 Meaningful pstterns b6
6.3 Compounds 56

7 Recognising stress variations in connected spaech.

7.2 Meaningful prominence 346

97
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10

"

12

13

14

Manifesting stress variations in connected speech.
8.1 Rhythmic considerations 6
8.2 Mesningfulcgminence 34

Recognising stress in connected speech.

8.1 Information units 16
9.2 For emphasis 1386
9.3 For contrast 136
Manipulating stress in connected speech.

10.1 Information units b
10.2 Emphasis ‘ 366
10.3 Contrast 368
Understanding intonation patterns (neutral)

11.1-10 Fallrise-multi tones 3
Producing intonation patterns {neutral)

12.1 Falling moodiess 356
12.2 Failing interrogative 366
12.3 Falling imperative 56
124 Rising interrogative 356
125 Rising non-final 356
1268 Rise/fail 5

129 Question tags 36686
intonation, interpreting attitudinal meaning.

131 Rising moouless 3 4
13.2.7 Various tones 3
intonation, expressing attitudinal meaning.

14.1 Rising moodless 3

142 Rising interrogative 348
14.3 Front shift 38
144 Rising imperative 6

145 Falling interrogative 36
14.6 Front shift 36
14.7 Others 3
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16 interureting attitudinal meaning.

16.1 Pitch height 13
16.2 Pitch range 134
18.3 Pause 13
15.4 Tempo 13
16 Expressing attitudingl meaning.
16.14 as for last drill 48
17 Reorganising the script.
174 Graphemes 366
®17.2  Spelling 3456
17.3 Punctuation 366
i8 Manipulating the script.
18.1  Graphemes 356
*18.2 Speliing 3456
18.3 Punctuation 36
18 Deducing meaning of unfemiliar iexical items.
19.1.1 Stress, roots 124
18.1.2 Affixation 1 2
19.1.3 Derivation 14
19.1.4 Compounding 14
19.2 Contextual clues 123
*20  Understanding explicitly stated information.
123486
°21  Expressing information expiicitly.
13458
22 Understanding information not explicit,
"221 inferences 12386

22.2 Figurative Ianquége 36




100

23

24

26

27

Expressing information implicitly.

231
23.2

Understanding conceptual meaning.

‘241
°242
°24.3
‘244
°24.5
‘248
°24.7

Inference
Figurative lang

Quantity
Definiteness
Comparison
Time
Location
Means
Cause, etc

€ xprassing conceptual meaning.

°25.1
*26.2
°26.3
°254
*26.5
*26.6
°26.7

Quantity
Definiteness
Comparison
Times
Location
Means
Cause, etc

-t e wh o b wd b
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Understanding communicative value {re context)

‘26.1
°26.2

Whith indicators
Without indicators

« Expressing communicative value

‘271
27.2

Understanding relations within sentence

281
*28.2.1
*28.2.2
*28.23

28.3

284

285

28 6-7

With indicators
Without indicstors

Structure elements
Premodification
Postmodification

Oisjuncts

Negastion
Moda! suxiliaries

Connectors

Embedding + theme
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29 Expressing relations within sentence.

29.1 Structure elements 366
*20.2.1 Premodifications 1366
*29.22 Postmodifications 13658
*290.2.3 Disjuncts 1356

29.3 Negation 356

294 Modal auxiliaries 36

29.6 Connectors 586

296 Complex embedding 16

29.7 Focus + theme 6

30 Understanding lexical cohesion devices.

30.1 Repetition 36

30.2 Synonomy 238

30.3 Hyponony 26

304 Antithesis 26

30.5 Apposition 36

30.6  Set/collocation 16

30.7 General Words 236

31 Using lexical cohesion devices.

311 Repstition 36

31.2 Synonon. 16

313 Hyponomy 16

314 Antithesis 6

NS Apposition 6

31.6  Set/coliocation 136

31.7 General words 236

32 Understanding grammatical cohesion devices.
*32.1 Reference {(c+a) 1234

322 Comparison 2

32.3  Substitution 12
3.4 Ellipsis 123
326 Time/piace relaters 23
326  Logical connectors 123
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33

36

<V

102

Using grammatical cohesion devices.

33.1
33.2
33.3
334
33.5
336

Interpreting text by going outside

. 34.1
34.2
4.3

Reference
Comparison
Substitution
Ellipsis

Time/place ralaters
iogical connectors

Exophoric reference

‘Between lines’
Own experiencs

Recognising indicators

*35.1
35.2
35.3
354
356
35.6

*36.7

introduce idea
Develop idea
Transition

_Conciuding

Emphasis
Clarification
Anticipation

Using indicators.

36.1
' 36.2
36.3
364
36.5
36.6
36.7

Identifying main/important point.

37.1
37.2
37.3
274

introduce idea
Develop idea
Transition
Concluding
Emphasis
Clarification
Anticipation

Vocal undertining
End-focus

Verbai clues
Topic centence

163
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41

42

43

Indicating main/important point,

38.1 Vocal underfining
382 End-focus

38.3 Verbal clues

384 Topic sentence

Distinguishing main idea by differentiation.

391 Primary/secondary
"39.2 Whole/parts ‘ -
39.3 Process/stages
334  Category/exponent
395 Statement/example
396 Fact/opinion
39.7 Proposition/argument

Extracting salient points to summarise.

40.1 Whoie text
402 Idea
40.3 Underiying point

Extracting relevant points re.
*41.1 Cooardination

412 Rearrangement
*41.3  Tabulation

Expanding salient poinis into.

421 Whoie text summary
422 Topic summary

Reducing text through rejection of.

431 Systemic items
432 Repetition etc.
434 Example compressions
435 Abbreviations
‘436  Symbols

104
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44 Basic reference skills.

*44.1 Layout 1234
°44.2 Tables, indices 2346
443  Cross-refersnce 46
434  Catalogues 16
445 Phonetic transcriptions 6
45 Skimming to obtain.
45.1 Gist 126
452 impression 16
46 Scanning to locate.
46.1 Simple saarch (single) 36
46.2 Complex (single) 26
- 46.3 Simple (more than 1) 6
46.4 Complex (more than 1) 126
46.5 Wholas topic 1286
47 initisting a discourss,
*47.1 initiste 135686
42.2 introduce new 6
47.3 introduce topic 6

45 Maintaining a discourse.

*48.1 Respond
48.2 Continue
48.3 Adopt
48.4 Interrupt
485 Mark time

[+ ]
<+ ]

- o o b b
WLt W
[+

49 Terminasting & discourse.

49.1 Boundaries -
48.2 Excuse 13

46.3 Conclude 3
< /N,
iy
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50 Planning and organising discourse (rhetcrically)

50.1 Definition
°60.2  Classification
*50.3  Properties
°604  Process
°60.5  Change of state

51 Transcoding intormation from diagrams,

*51.1  Conversion into sp/wr.
*51.2 Comparison in sp/wr.

52 Transcoding information from sp/wr.

*52.1 Completing a diagram
*52.2  Constructing diagrams

b3 Recording information.
Nil
54 Relaying information,

..

54.1 Dir
54.2 indirect
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Spec. 10

List of Micro-Functions

Include all micro-fuctions from each of the Scaies 1.6 for sduca-
tronal/training purposes, end micro-functions from Scale 7 for
social survivsl purposes. Functions to amplify content of
Language Skillt Number 26.

Scale of Certainty

Aftirmation, certainty, probability, possibility, nil certainty and
negation. Conviction, conjecture, d-ub? and disbelief.

Scale of Commitment )

in=env »n and obligation,

Scate or Judgemant

Valuation, verdiction, approval and disaporoval,

Scafe of Suasion

Inducement, compulsion, prediction and toierance.
Argument

Information, agreement, dimre;ement and concession.
-

Ratipnal Enquiry

Proposition, substantistion, supposition, implication, inter-
pretation and classification.

Formulaic Communication

Gresting, farewell, acknowiedgement, thanks, lpology good
wishes, condolence, attenticn signals.

167



Appendix B

TWENTY IMPORTANT STUDENT CATEGORIES

Rank Programme % of %
order . Participants \Cumulative
1 lAgric:ulture {incl. Fisheries, Timber, Vets) 17
2 | Engineering (excl. Agricultural Engineering) 13
3 |Medical (including Dental & Paramedics) 10 ' 40%
4 |Economics and Development 8
5 [Administration !Publ;c) 7
€ |[Education {+ Education Administration) 5 60%
7 |English fsaching 5
8 Mining & Geology 4
8 |Accountancy, Banking and Insurance 4
10 {Sciences 4
11 |Physical Planning i 4
12 [Sociology 3 81%
13 Busingss Admin, Management & Marketing 3
14 Media 3
15 Industrials 2
16 |Statistics, Demography 2
17 Transport 2
18 {Aviation 2
19 |Laws 1
20 |Marine Engineering, Ports, Harbours 1 100%
107
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Appendix D ’ .o

A statement of abilities required of first year entrants

{(Enginesring Sciencs) into Northem Univaeisities (Joint Matriculation Board)

1

Knowiedge and understanding of: .

Terms, conventions and units commonly used in engineering science

Particular principles (or laws) and generalisations of engineering science,
and their effects and interrelationships

Specialist apparatus and techniques used for the demonstration of the
principlas referred to above, and the limitations of such apparatus and
techniques

The use of different types of appsratu?. and techniques in the solution
of engineering problems

Abilities

Understand aritd interpret scientific and other information presented
verbaily, mathematically, graphically and by drawing

Appreciate the amount of informastion required to solve s particular
problem

Understand how the main facts, generalisations end theories of engineer-
ing science can provide axplanations of familiar chenomena

Recognise the scope, specification and requirements of a problem
Understand the operation and use of scientific apparatus and equipment
Recognise the analogue of a problem in related fisids of engineering
science and practice

Ability : Cemmunication

Explsin principles, phenomena, problems and applications adequately in
simple English

Formulate relationships in verbal, mathematical, graphical or disgram-
matic terms

Translate information from one form to anothser

Present the results of practical work in the form of reports which are
complete, readily undsrstandable and objsctive



Ability : Analysis

Break down a problem Into its separate parts
Recognise unstated sssumptions

Acquire, select and apply known information, laws and principies to
routine problems and to unfamiliar problems, cr those presented ina
novel manner

Ability : Synthesis and Design

Design the manner in which an optimum solution may be obtained and
to propose, where necessary, lternative solutions

Make a formai specification of a design or scheme

Make a plan for the execution or manufacture of the design or scheme
Use observations to make generalisations or fbrmulate hypotheses
Suggest new questions and predictions which arise frum these hypotheses

Suggest methods of testing these questions and predictions
Ability - Evaluation and Judgement

Check thast hypotheses are consistent with given information, to
recognise the significance of unstated sssumptions, and to discriminate
between hypotheses

Assess the validity and accuracy of data, observations, ststements and
conclusions

Awe&x;t:e design of apparatus or equipment in terms of the results
obtsined and the effect upon the environment and suggest means of

_ improvemeant
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Judge the refative importance of all the factors that comprise an
gngineering situation

Appreciate the significance of social, econoinic, or design considerations
in an engineering situation.
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REACTION TO THE CARROLL PAPER (1)
Caroline M Ciapham, University of Lancaster

The Carroll report states that the Davies Test (EPTB) is now unsatisfactory
becauss:

1 It was not designed to cope with the number of students and diversity of
coursas that there are today

2 Many students fail to finish their courses because their English is not good ‘
enough :

3 The emphasis in language teaching and tas}ing has changed from sn
stomistic approsch to a broader sociolinguistic one

4 The advent of ESP has led to fewer teachers and tostsrs working towards
ths needs of all language users.

| am not sure whether 1 matters inuch for a test of the t?cvin kind and J
know too littie about the test’s concurrent and predictive validity to
comment on 2. Howsver, &8 combination of 3 and 4 has led to such g drop
in ithe test’s facs vaildity thatit is losing the confidance of its usars and will
probably have to be changed. (Whatever Paimer and Bachman may think,
face validity is of the utmost importance when a test is administered by
non-statistically minded bodies.)

I should have liked to have been sble to discuss the differences in content
between the Davies Test and the proposed replacement, ELTS, but in his
Soecifications Csrroll does not go so far as to describe the items in any

_detail. | can oniy, therefors, comment on some of the issues that lie behind
them. :

ELTS, ss reported in these specifications, is planned to be radically different
from the Davies Test, and | am rather sisrmed by the numbe- of changes
envisaged, The pro:.ossls foliow thres swings of the pendulum of language
teaching and testing theory: the new test is to t+=¢ communicative compe-
tence, ik is to be divided into different modules to test ESP,and itis to be -
criterion rather than norm referenced. There are very good arguments for all
of these, but, since nons of the three is yst well tried and tested, | wondepif
it is wise to go for all of them at the same moment.
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Even if we sccept the srguments for the first two, what sbout the move to
criterion referencing? At the presant state of our knowiedge, is this practi-
cable, and is it in any case necessary? .

Criterion Referenced Tusts

To teke the question of practicability first: for a criterion referenced test 10
work it must have r comprehensive list of language objectives to which it can
bu tied, and it must also be capable of being pretested 2o soo whether each
item tests the criterion in such a way rhai iiose who know it pass, and those
who do not, %7, Carroll tackles % first of these vsry thoroughly — one of
the main aims of his Spacificet.ons is to presant a list of language objectives —
put what about tiie pretesting? How, for exsmple, should the proposed 260

- multiple choice items be analysed? Traditionhal item snalysis is, of course,

norm referenced, with items being assessed acvording to a comparison of the
reactions they elicit from high and low ranking students. In criterion refer-
enced testing, though, the ranking of students is, by definition, irrelevant.
Testers are not interested in whether more studsnts at the top than st the
bottom get an item right. They want to know whether those who know the
subject, and those who do not, pass of fait accordingly. It may well be that
since items also nave to be checked for level and ambiguity, some sort of
init:ai norm refererced analysis will have to pe used, but what should happen
after that?

Carroli t:eats this problem very lightly, He impiiss that since the aim will be
to match students with their language requirements rather than with their
fellows, representative samples will not be needsd for the test preparation.
The implication seems to be that norm-re ‘erenced tests need to be tried out
on representative ssmples but that crite. .onveferenced ones do not. Carrofl
specifically says that once the communicative demands are definad, it is the
test’s job to decide how a particular candicats measures up to them, not to
see how ‘performance charscteristics are distributed throughout a populstion
of applicants . ., .’ He seems to be confusing the preparation of the est with
its final administration. If a valideted test is criterion-referenced, each candi-
date’s performance will of courss be compared with the lsngusge specific-
ation and not with that of other axaminess, but before that stage is reached,
the test must in some wvay be tried out on reprasentative sasmples for level,
reliability and validity. (Confusingly, Carroll does say in direct opposition to
what he says elsewhere, that, ‘our performance standards will derive from
angoing courses and their students’.}

Since there are these problems of construction, does this proficlency test
nesd to be criterion referenced? | sgree that a student’s level of English
should be compared with the level he needs for his course rather than with
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that of the other candidatss (it would make no sense for a proficiency test
to pass peopie according to percentiles, as it is rumoured some O and A Level
boards do) but with & proficiency test, is such a fine disgnostic tool needed?
Would not a norm-referenced test with set, validated target lavels for each
subtest, serve the purpu. 2 as well? As Carroll proposss, the marks in each
language ares could be sot differsntly for the different disciplines and

course demands, and the final score sheet could provide all the information
descr.bed. | do not want to stray further into the marking system just yet,
but | do want to question the necessit, of embarking on the ill compre-
hended area of criterion referenced testing for proficiency, when there are at
hand hardy statistical methods for norm referenced tests. '

The profiles

If a tes? 1z to be criterion referenced (and indeed preferably when it is not),
there needs to be an adequate specification of the candidate : language
requirements, and this specification is, of course, the nub of the Carroll
report.

| shali not comment on the coverage, applicability and feasibility of these
specification criteria in language learning and use, since they are based on
John Munby’s description of communicative needs (Munby, 1878}. What

| shall do is fook st the manner in which they are used here. However, before
I do thet | must say something sbout the six profiles described in the report.
| should have liked to have seen how much they helped to straighten the
tester’s muddled way through communicative competencs and ESP, but
unfortunately | cannot do this, as their use here is vitiated by the fact that
five of them seem to have been invented by their compilers. Carroll gives
reasons for this and | can see that ‘comprehensive observational studies

of the participants’ would have been very time consuming. However, without
such studies, surely the profiles are simost ussiess. Aithough Carroli points
out that the fisid work depends too much on the subjective judgement of
the compilers, he stili draws conclusions from it. For exampie, he says that
the profiles will be used to identify common aress, and areas of specific need
on which diversified tests can be based. indeed, most of his findings through-
out the report, for example target ievels of courses, varistion in demand
between different discipiines, and extraction of factors, are based on this

¥ Since preparing his Specifications Carroll ssems to have tempenud his views on
criterion refersnced testing. In Carroll 1980, pege 10, he seys ‘Emphasis on the
preapecification of communicative tesks lencs itssif to criterion referenced
techniquss, but it is far too eerly to consider dispensing with the sisborste and
wall worked-out procadurss of normbesed statistics.’
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‘data’, and cannot therefore be trusted. This is a pity, because it isan -
excellent way of setting out the demands of different courses in a trngible
and comparable way. In his explanation for collec?:~q the data in this
manner, Carroli rather startlingly says, “The uitimate validation of our
methods would be the sffectiveness of the test basad on their results.’ Tc
spend time constructing tests according to possibly false data would seem a
waste of time: and if the tests were invalid, how would one know whether the
data or poor test construction was at fault?

Even if the profiles were not just the result of educeted guesses they would
have been of little use because they are ‘personalised’ in order to ‘counteract
the natural but dangerous tendency to overgeneralise about communicative
needs’. Unfortunately, this personalisation, far from counteracting it, actuslly
encourages overgeneralisation. Nothing can prevent the reader, or indeed the
writer, from treating the profiles as typical, That Carroll himself is misled is
shown when he says that the first necessity is to study the needs of ‘a typical
student’,

The specifications

For the purposes of testing, the specifications fail into four categories:

Cat. 1 :Spec. 0 Student’s background
Cat. 2 : Spec.1,2,3,4,5,7 Setting

Cst. 3 : Spec. 8,8, 10 Manipulation of Language
Cat. 4 : Spec. 6 Target levels

Cat. 1 Carroll’s argument is that the candidate is to be matched with his
language requirements regardiess of his background. In this case, sge, mother
tongue and previous English knowledgo are strictly irrelevant. (This, of courss,
ignores the use of contrastive analysis in ESP testing.)

Cat. 2 and 3 These two categories form the basis for the criterion refersnced
list of objectives mentioned eariier, and had the profiles been based on solid
research, would have provided the raw material from which & test such as
ELTS could be constructed. There is obviously littie point in looking st the
substance of thegp profiles here, but | had hoped that we might be able to see
how such material would be transformed into test items. Unfortunately,
though, the report does not takes us to this stage.

If they were well resesrched, categories 2 and 3 would also provide invaluable

evidence for or against the shift'to ESP. Resesrch is urgently needed into
whether ar. ESP proficiency test is actusily necessary, as the preparation of
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parallel ESP modules makes the construction of a valid and equitabie test
time consuming and difficult.

Cat. 4 With specification 6, target levels, vwe come on to marking, and a host
of unsolved problems, of which the two most important are:

a)l How does one set refiable and valid targ=t levels?
b) How does one marry these up with reliable test scores?

Munby’s target level specification consists of a two dimensional matrix giving
size, complexity, range, delicucy, speed and flexibility by verbal medium, with
levels ranging from 1 to 7 (see Specifications Appendix). This is set beside

@ tolerance matrix giving error, style, reference, repetition and hesitancy

by verbal medium, with levels ranging from 1 to 5. When he introduces them,
Carroll uses Munby's scales, but in his succesding discussion converts the
7-point scale to percentages, for, he says, comparative purposes, This seams
to me to be unnecessary since two 7-point scales can easily be compared, and
it is also danperous as it makes the scale look deceptively equal interval.
Indeed Carroll seems to treat it as such, for he has worked out means on the

strength of it. -

*

Here again the inadequacy of the data means we can make no deductions
about comparative teveis of course demands, but we can fook at how the
system might work, Presumably the pian is that the testing staff would fiil in
the course target levels after consultation with instructors and heads of
departments. It is an attractive scheme, but ! doubt whether there would ever
be enough time for it to be implemented, especially since it would need
frequent updating as course demands changed. | doubt too, whether many
heads of departments would want to be so involved. In practice, time con-
straints would probably prevent the matrices being Jsed, and test compilers
would be happy if they were able to get amaigamated listening, reading,
speaking and writing levels,

Of course, whether the levels are simple or complicsted the same problem
remains: how can they be made valid and reliabie? The report admits that the
profile levels it gives may not be retiabie, but it does not say how they could
be made so.

it is also not clear from the report how Carroll intends to use the tolerance
leveis since they are not included in the marking scheme: graph. Although the
idea of tolerance levels is very sppealing, | wonder how much they would
improve the precision of the results. Since the target and tolerance levels are
based on different scales it is difficult to compare the two, but if research
hore cut Carroli’s statement that tolerance ratings are negatively correlated
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with lavel of demand, and if this correlation was a high one, then tolerance
might well bs omitted, Certainly the marking system would be much essier if
tolerance could de left out.

Setting the target levels is hard enough, but matching these with test results
is aven harder. If the whole test was subjectively scored accor Jing to the same
7-point scale, it might be possible for both setters and markers to determine
their levels in the same way, though even hers, decisions would have to be
made about such questions as how much flexibility to allow. (1 am not sure,
for example, where Carroll’s four point error comes from, nor what his
‘significantly above the level’ means.) Qnce thers is a multiple choics slement
in the test, the difficuity is compounded; there would have to be many trisls
of che test, and the results would havs to be correlstsd with students’ actual
abilities and with the target levels, This would take time, and would lead to
all the usual validation problems, but it would be shsolutely essential if the
test was to B fair both to the prospective departments, and to the students
whose careers were at stske.

Test Design

The mention of multiple choice questions brings me to the proposed test
format, and it is surely only once we have a detailed ides of what this will be
that we can know whether the Specifications sre indeed the breakthrough in
test design that the suthor claims. It is only once we see how they can be
applied that we can know whether the ensuing battery will have face, content
and construct validity. Alss, the report stops here. It does give a bsre outline
of the proposed test, listing the number of items and areas to be tested, but it
does not describe the items in any detail. All it says, tantalisingly, is that ‘in
our preparatory work, we heve had no difficulty in devising test types to
measure the varied communicative features revesled in the specifications . .’

Finale

The Carroli report makes far-reaching suggestions for changes in proficiency
testing, and by providing & concrete pian for people to criticise, should
advance our knowledge of how to test communicative competence. Mowever,
8 very great deal of research will have to be carried out before a reputsble
internationa! test can be based on it.
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REACTION TO THE CARROLL PAPER (2)
Clive Criper, University of Edinburgh

The stated aim of the English Language Testing Service (ELTS) as set out in
these specifications is quite clear. it is:

1 to test whether any studant is already able to cope with the language
needs of his scademic course;

2 to assess the nature and duration of any language tuition that a student
might need to bring himself up to the level at which he could cope with
his academic courss.

What is claimed to be new in ELTS is a matching of course requirements with
the test instrument. ELTS is thus designed to be a mode! of a criterion-
referenced test where the criterion is based on a close analysis of the real
communicati‘e needs of a student attending s particulsr courss.

I think there can be no disagreement with these basic aims, They are aims
which we can spplaud without ressrvation and indeed feel virtuous that we
have taken the path of righteousness,

Reality, unfortunatsly, cannot be kept entirely out of sight and out of mind
as one reads the apparent basis for the ELTS test — st any rate as specified by
Brendan Carroll in his paper. Let me take in turn some areas in which reality
and ELTS ideology appesar to be In confiict.

Communicative Needs of the Users

The whole argument against the use of general proficiency type tests for use
as placing tests for Higher Education students rests on our ability to identify
different student’s needs. This is clearly the crux of the argument of the
paper by Brandsn Carrolf and a large proportion of the psper appesrs to be
spent on ‘proving’ this fact. The ‘proof’ offered, if it is meant ss a proof
rather than s statement of belief, is highly spurious.

ELTS Argument
The basic starting point of Brendan Carroll’s work was Munby’s needs
analysis. Without commenting on Munby's thesis as such, it will suffice to sy

that Carroll follows the outiine of Munby’s specificstion parametars. These
are a set of typoiogies which are meant to cover ail the important jinguistic
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and social areas which might affect the language to be used in any particular
situation. Each typology then divides up the world into & number of discrete
categories against which @ student’s needs for English are matched.

in the present instance this kind of matching has been carried out for six
students’, the majority of whom, it appears, are imaginary. The needs have
been analysed on an intuitive basis by staff who have some knowledge of the
subject area.

When it comes to specifying the proficiency target ievels in each of the four
skills a numerical figure is given on a subjective basis. Notwithstanding the
disclaimer, thasa fijures are then used as if they are genuins experimentsl
figures on a trus equal intsrval scale. Scores are added and everaged, and

are treated as being on an equal interval scale from which conclusions can be
drawn about the length of study necessary to reach a certain level,

in another area — that of the ‘Essential Language Skill Categories’, a further
quantitative comparison is made betwsen the six subjects and the same
spurious ‘proof’ of connection between various of the subjects is made.

There are other areas of the specification parameters, eg microfunctions,
where much of the theoretical basis of the specification might be challenged
and, inevitably, many areas where one could argus at length sbout the rating
of needs provided by the analysts. Such srguments would oniy be of interest,
however, in showing that the analysis made is essentiaily a theoretical one and
not an sxperimental one.

Course Requirements

There is an unstated assumption in the whole paper that individuals picked
out for illustration of the scheme are going to institutions which are suffi-
ciently similar for generalisations to be mads about the communicative needs
of their students. The ideoclogy of the ELTS scheme requires s close matching
between student and institution.

| am extremely doubtful whether the language needs of students going to do
postgraduate work in Agriculture, for example, have more in common than
between some students doing, say, Medicine and Engineering. If one tries to
specify the content of lectures in Enginsering, it becomes epparent that the
individual variation in lecturers, techniques and spproaches outweighs any-
thing that the content may have in common.

in addition, as Carroll rightly points out, Universities and other institutions
in the UK have considerable autonomy. Within most institutions there is also
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considerable varistion in Faculty policies and, even more importantly; in
departmental policies. it is also true that individual Supervisors within the
same department have very different views of the minimum level of English
that they require from overseas studants. This latter fact of life has, in the
past, been one of the major reasons why Universities have found it an
imposiible task to specify clearcut language requirements for their post-
graduate students,

The implication of this is two-fold. Firstly it will never be possible to specify
in detail the requirements in the various skills for a particular group of
subjects acrass ali Universities. Testing Centres, such as the British Council
overseas offices, will not be able to match institutions’ profiles very closely.
it follows thet, secondly, a fine sssessment of needs, in test termy, will be
wasted.

Practical Considerstions

There are three main areas to be considered — testing centres, particularly

overseas, the UK ‘customer’, be it University or Technical Coliege or hospitai
and the test producer.

Test Producer — Reference has siresdy been made to the difficulty of pro-
ducing reliabie generalisable ‘profiles of s’ except where there are gross
differances. Lecving aside any argument about the sase or difficuity in design-
ing test items to cover the ‘specification parameters’, 3 major problem comes
up in the plan to use subject tests, eg reading comprehension using specific
subject ares texts. While such a procedure sppesis to common sense and thus
has great face valid.ty there are at jeast two types of difficulty,

Firstly, the subject specialist, whether testee or teacher, tends to require more
and more specialist texts. To the specialist there is no such thing as an “agri-
-culturai’ text cover:ng ail relsted branches of the subject, any more than there
is a ‘medical’ text. The idea of s ‘special purpose’ text for a wide range of sub-
disciplines is contradictory and paradoxicaily may potentiaily be more sub-
ject to criticism on the grounds of non-vslidity than 8 more genera! taxt.

Secondly, it may be more difficuit to control tha texts for background
knowledge of the testees, Background or factua! knowledge is sn enormous
advantage in answering comprehension questions. While it may be argued thst
there is a certain basic minimum knowledge that can be expected of any
student in & particulsr subject, in practice no such minimum knowledge
exists, both because of the educationai and cultursl background of different
students and-because of the existence of a multitude of sub-disciplinary back-
grounds that students may have. A languasge test as such cannot afford to be
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seen 1o be classifying students according to their subject knowledge rather
than their language ability, otherwise recsiving institutions may come to
reject its use.

Testing Centre3 - Carroll makes reference, quite rightly, to the importsnce

of cost and time thst would be involved in the ELTS oversass and states that
thare is a need for a quick screening test. In any overall assessment of ELTS

| think that the time/money cost has to be weighed very carefully against the
extra information which a test based on an assassment of projected com-
municative needs requires. This is particularly so if the testing centres will
not, in practice, have the information about the resi requirements of the
receiving institutions, Considerable judgermant will also be required to make
recommendations on the basis of the test and the way that the Davies test has
sometimes been administered and interpreted leaves one with considerable
doubts about using a far mors sophisticated instrument.

UK Customers - My experience suggests that in Universities at lesst the level
of sophistication in interpreting and using English test scores is very low
indoed. At Edinburgh, two test scores @il widely ussd, Davies (EPTB) and the
English Langusge Battery (ELBA), and only a limited number of people
understand what the somewhat odd figure of ‘Davies 40’ means, and the
similar odd figures of ‘ELBA 50 and 70°. Only the specialists have an ides of
the raiationship between the two. Considersbie difficulties will inevitably
arise in interpreting aithsr scores or band scores for different skills and | fear
that many institutions, or at any rate individuals within them, will operste
on some rule-of-thumb sveraging operation. if that happens, then the whole
purpose of the ELTS ‘profile’ design will be vitiated.

Summary

The need ‘to test whether a student is siready able to cope with the language
needs of his academic course’, is crystal cisar and happily the British Council
has taken up the challenge. Carroli’s 1978 presentation of the specifications
for ELTS, simed at testing a student’s potential sbility to operats in a study
environment raises issuss In testing as interesting and as probiematic ss those
in the teaching of ESP. What will be needed will be a progremme of develop-
ment and validation over severa! years which will desl with the real world of
testing and needs rather than the hypothetical constructs of Carroll out of
Munby,
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BACKGROUND TO THE SPECIFICATIONS FOR AN ENGLISH
LANGUAGE TESTING SERVICE / ND SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENTS
ian Seaton, ELTSLU, The British Coungi!, London

Consideration of Carroll’s paper divorced from a knowledge of the context
in which it was produced and the developments following its publication

is problematic, since the questions ‘What led to these specifications?’ and
‘What has been done or what is likely to be done about them?’ recur in the
reader’s mind. The paper reproduced above represents but one phase,
although a vital one, in the complex process of establishing the Enalish
Language Testing Service, No further information on the subsequent devsiop-
ment of the service had been made public when the reactions to Carroll’s
paper were written. Some information on the background of ELTS and more
recent developments is therefore given below to provide a context for the
reactions and discussion.

in the latter half of the 1970 the British Council was faced with the need
to introduce 8 new or modified English proficiency testing system geared
to the chanjes in ELT deveiopments, notably in ESP, and to the changes in
the needs of sponsored students seeking to come to Britain, However, it
was faced with two closely linked constraints — one professional, the other
finanglal. The first was that even in January 1878 there was no body of
resea -the testing of ESP which could be drawn upon, English pro-
ficiency tests were being conducted for special groups st that time, but not
on anything approaching the scale that the Councii wouid be required

to test. The major ESP test system established in Britain by then was the
PLAB test administered by the General Medical Council, and some industrial
companies had commissioned publishers or other groups to construct ESP
tests for internal use in their own training programmes. But resuits of any
rozasrch that may have been carried out on those tests had not besn
published. This contrasted sharply with the volume of research by Lado,
J B Carroll and others that was avaiiable to the constructors of the TOEFL,
EPTB, ELBA and other English proficiency tests more than 15 years
previously. Secondly, the Council was entering 8 period of incressing
financial stringency which precluded the possibility of commissioning
elaborate in-depth research,

Nevertheless a decision was made in 1877 10 commission six small teams of
qualified teachers and consuitants to devise the specifications that Carroil
has reported. The teams chose to use the Communicative Needs Processor
proposed by Munby {1878} to organise their survey and specifications.
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Early in 1978 the recommendations of Carroll’s report were accepted in
principle and new teams drawn from the British Council English Language
Division and the Univarsity of Carhridge Test Development and Research
Unit edited the specifications further ane produced items for a preliminary
version of the test known as ELTS. This test observed the two phase
(screening test and subject specific modules) system proposed by Carrofl
and was trialled in Britain later in the year. After analysis of the resuits,
revisions were made and a second version pre-tested overseas in 1979,
After further modifications a third version was produced and put into
operation in a number of selected countries from early 1880. It can be
seen that aithough the speed of introduction was carefully controlled,
resources were fully committed and it was not possible to publish reports
of the deveiopments as they took place. However the User Handbook
containing details on the nature of the test was published in lste 1980,
and the Specialist Handbuok with technical details of the tests is scheduled
for publication in late 1881, Details of the pretesting and analysis of the
results will be abstracted from the handbook and published ssparately
as & very brief report at the same time. Copies of these publicstions can
be obtained from the British Council English Language Testing Liaison
Unit or from the University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate.

One of the latest and most important deveiopments is that within the
overali validation framework an extensive follow-up validation study of
the test is being undertaken by the English Language Testing Service

in cooperation with the Institute of Applied Language Studies, University
of Edinburgn. This study shouldxqive information which will be vaiuable
to the test consumers and which could weil lead o modification of certain
specifications or formats in the future.
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REPORT OF THE DISCUSSION ON TESTING ENGLISH
FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES
J Charles Aldersan, University of Lancaster

The purpose of thediscussion was to consider the possibilities and problems
of testing within an ESP fremework, and not 1o focus on the EnglishLanguage
Testing Service recently established by the British Council and University of
Cambridge_Loca! Examinations Syndicate. However; to date almost no
attention has been given within testing circles to the problems of ESP testing,
so that one of the very few articles of relevance to the debate is the Spec/-
fications for an English Language Testing Service, written within the British
Council by Brendan Carroll. In addition, the ELTS is one of very few cases so
far in the United Kingdom of an attempt to carry out ESP testing. (One other
case is the PLAB test of the General Medics! Council.) inevitably, therefore,
much of the debate centred on the ELTS since it provides a practical example
of the problems of ESP testing. For this debate, the Specifications document
proved to be an excellent starting point, raising as it does so many issues, and
attempting to introduce ideas into the field of testing fron: the ‘nutside’
EFL/ESL world, as weli as from applied linguistics. It should be embered
that this document was originally produced us a paper for discussiun before
the final specifications were worked out.

Pgoﬁcimcy versus Achievement

The discussion confined itself to the topic of proficiency testing for ESP. This
was partly because the Specifications paper itself is concerned with profi-
ciency testing, but more importantly because there is a sense in which the
development of achievement tests of or for ESP simply does not present a .
problem. Any achievement test must crucialiy depend on its content. That is,
to be valid, an achievement test must be based on the syliabus which has
preccded it: otherwise it is by definition not an achievement test. Thus the
validity problem of an achievement test is essentially a sampling problem.
To the extent that it is possible to develop a syllabus for specific purposes, it
is slso possibie to develop a specific purpose test, since it ‘merely’ has to
reflect that syliabus. The problem of what an ESP syliabus looks fike: what
items, skills or content it contains, and how that content is determined {be

it through prior needs analysis, negotiation with learners, fiat, or whatever),
is simply not the concern of the constructors of achievement tests. Proficiency
tests, on the other hand, are not based upon any particular syliabus, again by
definition. One is, therefore, faced with the problem of deciding what must
be tested.
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The Need for Specific Tests
Once it was agreed that the discussion was propsrly concerned with profi-  °
ciency tests, it was then necessary to clarify why proficiency tests should test
_ESP. The Specifications document suggests, in the Foreword, that it is
necessary to ‘specify the communication needs’ of potential testees, because
of the inadequacy of previous test instruments: R
‘there is always a number of students who have to abandon their studies
and return home becauss of their language insdequacy and the progress
of a much larger number is adverse'y affected in one way or another by
lunguage problems.”

Thus the Specifications document aims to explore ‘ways of devising a more
up-to-date system which will be able to cope with a problem of the size and
diversity of which the earlier systsm had not been dssigned to mest’. Later it
is made clear that the need is for tests ‘which will cater mor» completely for
the many different types of programme (of courses of study) we are testing

v for’. Thus, there is a need for a new test or series of tests because poor -
students are getting through, or rather the Davigs test (EPTB) is failing to
identify students who have problsms, and it does not cater for the needs of a
wide variety of students. Unfortunstely we are not offered smpirical evidence
that the existing test has in fact failed to identify students with problems.
indeed it was suggestad that it may be the case that * poor’ students sre being
accepted despite iow EPTB scores, and that the problem is not so much the
identification of weakness, but the lack of remedial action.

We are usefully given criteria by which & new instrument can be judged: It
will identify such students, and it will mest the needs of that variety of
students more adequstely. However, it does not follow from the ‘fart’ that
the existing instrument is deficient that what is needed is an ESP test, or 8
battery of specialist tests: one plausible solution might simply be a better
generai test, constructed along similar lines to existing instruments. The
evidence suggests that differsnt academic departments do indeed place
different language demands upon overseas students, it is certainly plausible
that an undergraduate course in Engineering will have different linguistic
requirements from a postgraduste course in linguistics. It is not clear, how-
ever, that this implies the development of separate tests for Engineers and
Linguists. Even if the activities they have to contend with are entirely dis-
similar — for example, & taught course contrasted with a masters degree by
dissertation alone — it does not follow that different tests of language abliiity
are required. It could be that ali that is needed is that different levels of pro-
ficiency are required for different subject disciplines. Thui in order to
succeed in Engineering, a student ‘needs’ an EPTB score of, say, 36, wheress
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to succeed in Linguistics, 8 student ‘needs’ 42 on EPTB. ihdeed, this is typi-
cally the way in which entry requirements have besn varied for different
disciplines, in the UK and in the US. it may be the case that separate tests are
required, but we do not have satisfactory evidence yet that this is so.

One major argument advanced for speci®ic tests is that of face validity: a test
for Engineering students should look fike a test for Engineering students and
not like a test for Social Scientists, or worse, Generalists. There is a very real
probiem with face validity arguments of this kind which is related to the
question: Suited for whom? Will all engineers — electronic, electrical, chemi-
cal, civil, mechanical — agree on the face validity of an Engineering test?

Perhaps the most powerful argument for specific tests is that of the diagnostic
valde of a profile of a student which can be matched against the communica-
tive needs of his particular course of study. Regardless of the presence or
absence of predictive validity of such a profile — predictive, that is, of final
academic grades, or whatever ~ there is, or may be, value in profiles of
students’ abilities, relatable to institutional criteria, for both administrative
purposes (that is, admission decisions) and for pedagogic purposes, since
hopetully such information would allow remedial action to be taken on a
language course, for example.

One further advantage of such a profile is that it might encourage peogie —
institutions — to be explicit about what they want and expect students to be
able to do (with language), if the students are to succeed. This, however, pre-
supposes that it is actually possible for subject departments — or indeed, even
applied iinguists — actusdy to specify what the language-related requirements
are. This may not be the case: it may be impossible both to determine what
the linguistic demands being made on any individual actuaily will be, and,
furthermore, it may be very difficult to specify in advance what difficulties a
particula- student will have in meeting thoss linguistic or language-related
demands. Some students, it was argued, will learn to cope much more easily
than others. Thus a proficiency test, which simply labels a student_ at one
point in time, gives no information about learning potential, and For that very
reason may be inadequate. Two students may achieve the same proficiency
score, but have very differer.* potential: one student may have greater aptitude
or adaptability than the other, perhaps having learnt the foreign language for
only six months, whilst the other has studied it for fifteen years: in such a -
cese one might expect the student with the shorter {earning history to have
greater potential for coping in a foreign fanguage environment. Thus, what
may be needed is not only a proficiency test, but in addition an aptitude test,
or an adaptability test, or details of individual learning histories,
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The problem with predictive validity of any test is that so many variables
enter into a student’s ultimate performance, in addition to whatever the parti-
cular test is measuring, that one is unlikely to get higher validities for aptitude
tests than for proficiency. This would be an argument against replacing pro-
ficiency tests with aptitude tests. The issue was raised of whether it is in any
cass the task of a language test, be it general or specific, to predict perform-
ance in, say, Physics. Might it not be perhaps less presumptauous and more
valid, simply to require that a language test should predict how much a
student will improve in langueage, and to what level? Thus what one needs to
know is not to what extent EPTB or sny other proficiency test correlates
with academic performance, but to what sxtent it correlates with itself, or
another ‘relsvant’ measure of language ability, at course end, when finai
academic success is being judged. The diagnostic argument is that we need to
be able to predict the difficulties students will have because of language: the
crucial question is: Is this knowable? Be this as it may, existing tests are fre-
qusntly used as if they were predictive of final academic success, or ss if they
predicted eventuai language proficiency levels. EPTB scores, for example, sre
often interpreted as indicating a required number of weeks of English tuition
before commencing academic study: a student achieving a score of 32 on
EPTB may be expected to take a twelve week English course, whereas a
student with a score of 36 might be required only to undergo six weeks. This
is 3 misuse of the test score, because the test was not validated in such a way,
and is in any case uninteiligent because it ignores language learning history.

How Specific is Specific?

For the sake of the argument, it was assumed that specific tests are nesded,
that evidence is, or wiil one day be, available which indicates incontrovertibly
and uncontroversially that a general test is simply not doing its job. (This
assumption, it was noted, implies that we know what the job of 8 proficiency
test is: that we can answer the question: Proficiency for What?)

The problem that was addressed was: how specific should a specific test be?
is it, in other words, possibie to draw up 2 resi specification for a language
test? Carroll claims that the development of tests within ELTS repressnts
‘a process of diversification of test instruments to meet the diversity of test
situations’. The question that insvitably arose was: when are ‘test situstions’
no longer diverss, but similar, or similar enough? The ultimate specification
of a test situation must be that of dne individual at one point in time: shave
that level, a ciaim of specificity must be invaiid for some individual st: 2
poin ¢ in time. Yet it is in prirciple impossible to devise an instrument for one
individual at one point in time, which ig in any sense reliable and valid, since
to determine the extent of such relisbility and validity, one has to be abié to
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compare performances on the same instrument. Thus, 8 priori, a specific test
is impossible. However, it was feit that there may be practical reasons for
constructing a ‘more or less’ specific test — 8 test for enginesrs or for chemical
engineers, or for chemical enginsers going to study at Lancaster, Nevertheiess,
it was pointed out, there are practical problems in matching specific students
to tests. Which ELTS modular test, for example,‘out of the six presently
available (Physical, Life, Social and Medical Sciences, Technology and

~ Generai Academic) should be taken by a student of Urban and Regional
Studies, whose course v.1ll indlude Law and Economics courses as well as
courses in Technology? Sh "1 such a student take a General Academic test,
(ie less specific), or should . be developed for Urban and Regional
Studies, (ie more specific)? What about the (frequent) cases of students who
have a background in Physical Sciences, who are coming to the UK to do a
(to them) novel course in Technology? Do they take the Physical Science test
or tha Technology test? it is not clear that any principled decision is possible,
and if the tests are not comparable, then students suffar the luck of the draw.
How is a student to decide which test to take? On what basis can he choose?
How can a British Council English Language Officer advise him? The point is
that the levei of specificity chosen for the test is inevitably arbitary. One can
attempt to analyse communicative nesds — laoking st study situations, for
example — and then find what different study situations have in common,
One thereby extracts the specific from specific situations, abstracting
generalities in arder to cover more situations. To what extent can such an
endeavour be characterised as constructing an ESP test? Might it not be the
case, as suggested in the discussion about communicative tests, that if one
abstracts far enough, one might end up with linguistic proficiency or
Grammar, as being common to all language-rsfated situations?

Another problem frequently encountered with specific tests is that of
previous knowledge of the subject matter; at what level of specificity or
generality can one be relatively sure that one Is not testing subject-matter
knowledge rather than linguistic or communicative abilities? Can one (should
one) be sure that prior (subject) knowledge will not give one candidate an
advantage over another candidate? A related problem is that of lack of know-
ledge: a specific test might well assume or presuppose subject knowiedge that
the testees do not have; native-speaker Adevel students might have such
knoviedge, and the text may be premissed upon that, but diffsrences in
educational and/or cultural bsckgrounds may mean that overseas students
may not have the knowledge. Two questions arose: does it matter, since
oversass students will in any case have to read texts premissed upon pre-
existent knowiedge, ususily within an English-speaking community? And how
can one possibly avoid involving prior knowledge, since comprehension and
presumably production must depend upon the prior existence of some set of
knowledge?
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One might, if one were simply to characterise the tasks that students have to
engage in thelr target situstions, be sbis to specify a st of Study Skills which
are common to study situstions, and one might then sttempt to measure such
study skills in the proficiency tests. Such is, in effect, what the ELTS test is
becoming. The question then is whether one actually needs a Munby-type .
specification at the level of microskills, of the sort advocated by Carroll, in
order to arrive st a relevant set of study skills for inclusion in a language or
study skills test. In fact, it is, as suggested already, probably impossible for
an ELTS-type test to base itself on specificstions of the type advocated in the
document: the specifications are simply too specific, and certiinly do not
allow the generation of texts or text types. Criper has aiready mentioned the
danger of specific taxts: that they satisfy no-one because they are not specific
enough. The fact is that the Communicative Nesds Processor does not help
one to select texts or items for & test.

The point of the specification of microskilis and the like is that such speci-
fications should be reflected in the iinal test, after editing snd pre-testing, in
the proportions (with the weighting) that the specifications indicate as neces-
sary. Traditional item snalysis procedures and criteria for item rejection
therefore be applied with caution if the final test is to reflect the original
specification. )

One of the problems of the specification of microskills is that not il can be
tested on any one text. This is revealing of the naturs of such microskiils: if
they are not applicable to a particular text, to what extent are they generalis-
able skills? To what extsnt are they not rither product-oriented skilis than
process-arientsd — in other words they ere in sffect glossable as ‘the skill of
processing X text feature’ rather than ‘how X text feature is processed’. If X
feature is not present in the text, the specific microskill as currently defined
cannot be tested. If they were defined as procsss skills, then it might be
possible to messure them, not on X festure, but on Y or Z festures, which
require & similar process. In fact, at present, the microskills are nothing more
than the ability in general to process a certain linguistic feature,

Se that as it may, if one believes in the necessity for a specification of test
content based on a needs anadysis which will identify the types of skills that
students do need, then it is crucial that test results should show how fsr indi-
vidusis have met such specifications. One probiem raised was: To what extent
does the lack of such (pre-) specified skilis fead to student problems or
student failures? A further problem lies with the intarpretation of the scores
that result with a test specified in such a manner. Does any given score equal
the ssme score gained by other testees? Are all 70%s to be interprited in the
same way? Surely, any less-than-perfect score will be compolipd of a differant
constelistion of ‘microskilis’. Yet the claim that seems to be being made
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regarding microskills is that they are all equally necessary: no suggestion has
been made that as long as one achieves, say 80% — any 80% — of the skills,
one will no longer be ‘at risk’ linguistically. Presumably until further informa-
tion is gathered about the relative importance of each microskill one will
either have to regard perfection — 100% scores — as the only adequate test
resuits, or, alternatively, be prepared to report ‘scores’ for each microskill —

a sort of profile within a profile. It is true that the same predicament presents
itself on a grammar test: any less-than-perfect score will comprise different
successfully completed items. However, there is no claim associated with
grammar tests that one needs mastery of modals, tenses, concard or whatever.
How the score is arrived at is usually (although possibly erroneously) regarded
as unimportant. The claims for enabling skills, microskills, are at present
much stronger than that — possibly too strong, it was felt.

The question of specificity raised two further issues: that of extrapolation
and that of comparability. Taking the latter first: how can one compare per-
formances on two different, ie specific tests? If a medical student takes test A
and an engineering student takes test B8, how is one to determine whether a
score of 50% on one test is equivalent to a score of 50% on the other? How
are the parallel tests to be balanced and calibrated? Presumably one can only
compare test performances if they are criterion-referenced: that is, scores are
comparable when they all meet the criterion, or when they ail fail to meet
the criterion, since criterion-referenced scores are essentially binary. Thus,
specific tests may well be necessarily criterion-referenced: the problem is,
how to develop criterion-referenced tests. How does one establish the internal
validity of such a test, and in particular how is one to conduct item analysis?
{One answer suggested was point-biserial correlations}. The problem of extra-
polation, familiar from the discussion of performance tests, also exists with
specific tests: How is one to predict from one performance on a specific test
to performances in ‘real-life’? Although the problem seems to be soived by
needsanalysis, which purportedly helps one to identify the real-ife tasks and
texts which one can incorporate in one’s test, the fact is that increased speci-
ficity of the type brou, about by needs analysis, particularly of a Munby
nature, decreases the likelihood of extrapolability: the more specific the test/
task, the less general can one be in one’s conciusions from that text/task.

To what extent do proficiency tests have to be specific? Having seen the
probiems of specifying the level of specificity required, the discussion
returned briefly, to the original question (‘'Who needs snecific tests’?)

to consider the extent to which any student coming to the UK to study
<an survive with only a limited range of skills, of the type identified by a
needs analysis. Students themselves are reported as perceiving their greatest
problems as being not related to Study Skills nor specific to their academic
discipline, but rather to survival in British society: students consistently
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mention problems of adaptation to the UK ths problems of being immarsed
in @ forsign environment. Frequent mention in the literature (sse Davies,
Moller & Adamson {18765), is made of the impr tance of social and welfare
problems in the minds of overssas stucienty: it is possible, however, that these
welfare and social’ problems might, to soma extent st {aast, be linguistic or
‘communicative’ problems. Academic tutors may regyard their students’
subject knowledge {or lack of it), or their particular scademic orientation, or
their (non) adaptability ss being their main problems. Yet thess perceptions
are often at odds with the students’ own: are the tutors overlooking the real
problems, or are the students unaware of their main difficulties, or reluctant
to admit them?

What do Students Need?

The only way such questions can begin to be answered is through empirical
study, both of the type carried out by Davies, Moller and Adamson (1975),
snd also by means of needs analysis. The aim of needs analysis is to ansyer
the question: Proficiency for what? In this respect the Specifications dotu- -~
ment is valusble in pointing up the need to detsrmine the communicative
needs of ngdcnu before establishing test content, Such needs analyses must
be data-based: speculative resesrch about the needs of. ‘typical’ student is only
of vaiue if it susgests zreas that empirical research might look at. One attempt
to establish communicative needs is being made by Cyril Weir, with the
Associated Examinations Board. Using an observation schedule adapted from
Egglestong; Galton and Jones (1975) — the Science Tesching Observation
Schedule A~together with intervisws with subjsct teachers, students, and
follow-u questionnaires, Weir Is attempting to do 8 needs analysis of inter-
action and eyents. His aim is to gain an overall Impression of what happens
in lectures, seminars and practical classes in Science, Engineering and Social
Sciences courses with a view to finding activities and requirements which are
common scross disciptines, and which could therafore be incorporated in a
test {(which need not a priori be subject-specific). He aims to get s profile of
types of activities, in order to see whather students can deal with the parti-
cular activities that the analysis shows they have to be able to deal with, it
is hoped thst a nationa! questionnaire sent to staff snd students in relevant
departments will provide a broader basis for a description of what students
have to do through ianguag in respect of their courses and throw light on
the languasge problems tnat steff snd students have noticed. Although this
- is an interesting attempt to provide empirical justification for Study Skills
tests or even subject-specific tests, there is a danger that mere observation
will iead to a confuston of frequency of occurencs with importance of sn
activity : ‘the more frequent, the more important’. In fact, this is not neces-
sarily the case: students may find relatively infrequent activities very difticult,
and of crucial importance. The problem is to identify common areas of diffi-




culty which are of importance. The hope, of course, is that if the test is built
on a specification of what the student has to do, the receiving institution can
iudge whether a failure to do it is important for their particular course or for
that particular student,

Another, practical problem of such research, apparent in Carroll's use of
‘typical’ data rather than reai Jdata, is the problem of sampling. Attempts to
make general statements about what students need language for, inevitably
come up against the sheer size of the research needed in order to be anything
like exhaustive, Even a case study of one department in one university (see
Murphy and Candlin, 1978}, can take years of research without leading to
generalisable results. Allied to such a practical problem is the problem posed
by the need to specify, at least sccording to Munby/Carroll, the target levels
and the tolerance conditions of language use. The whole area of tolerance
conditions is very under-researched, and will require a vast amount of research
effort before anything meaningful could begin to be said about the way in
which native speakers judge forsigners’ English: Are they more affected by
occasional grammatical errors than by consistently poor handwriting or pro-
nuncistion? Does this vary from event to event (being diffrrent in seminars
end tutorials, for example)}? Including such parameters in cur language tests is
at best an ambitious goal, at worst impossible.

Profiles

The claim of Specifications and the justification for the existence of student
‘profilas’ is the ‘fact’ that a medical student needs x score on test A, vy score
on B and z score on test C, whereas an engineering student, for exampie, may
require z score on test A, x score on test B and y score on text C. it was
pointed out that we have no empirical evidence that such is the case (and we
have suggested that it might equally plausibly be the case that a medical
student simply needs a higher {lower) score oversil on a particular test, than
an engineering student). The point about profiles is that one needs different
tests in order to produce them, and one needs to be able to show that such
Jifferentiated tests are necessary.

The aim of ELTS tests is to produce profiles, based upon the specifications
arrived at by needs analysis. Information from an ELTS-type test might be
of value diagnostically to teachers and syilabus designers. More traditional
proficiency tests iike EPTB and ELBA are not intended to yield diagnostic
information, and although they are unfortunately frequently used as placs-
ment tests, they usually result in heterogeneous groups, in remedial or pre-
sessional language courses for example. it could be that an ELTS-type test
couid be of use in identifying areas of students’ weaknesses relative to their
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communicative needs which would enable one to group together those
students with a common problem and a common nevd to overcome it. This
might suggest that whatever the problems involved in using an ELTS-type
test for proficiency purposes, the diagnostic value of student profiles might
be great. Proficiency tests cannot be used diagnostically, as they are designed
simply to establish a criterion for a particular population in the most efficient
way possible, whereas diagnostic tests, intended to yield richer information,
could actuatly be used (though less efficiently) as proficiency tests. The
question was raised as to whythere are §0 few disgnostic tests in existence:
is this merely a practical problem, or are diagnostic tests theoretically impos-
sible? Or do they simply not exist because people — teachors — do not want
them and would not use them? Even if it is possible to gather relevant
diagnostic information, what could one do with the information? Students’
problems may well depend on something ‘not related to the point being
tested, but on the content of the text, and & host of variables within the
specific context of the problem. A diagnostic test will not in any case tall
one which of the weaknesses identified are crucial weaknesses, sincs ali it
can do is establish whether a subject knows or does not know something
sbout 8 particular area (although in a sense the importance of a weakness
has been decided in advance by the very inclusion of items in that area,

in the test). The view was put forward that diagnostic testing may be at
best pretentious — making claims that it is unlikely to be abls to live up
to — or at worst 8 pssudo-procedure, becssse diegnosis is impossible: pro-
biems are not pradictable. Of course, textbooks and syllabuses are just as
pretentious to the extent that they attempt to eradicate or anticipate
problems.

1t was falt, however, that there may be & danger of requiring too much of
our diagnostic profiles: we may not be able to achieve perfect diagnosis,
but gross diagnoses may be of use. The information that a particular student
cannot understand lectures but needs to, may well be of grester value than
information to the effect that the same person has achieved a score of 32 on
EPTB. Desirably, our diagnoses would yield information not only on the
product — for example, for comprehension, ‘this student has failed to under-
stand this iecture’ — but more vekuably, would yield information on the
process whereby the product was (not) resched. Product items cannot be
used disgnosticaily, since they do not tsli one anything about how the indi-
vidual did or did not get the product, whereas process iteme might be of great
value. Thus profiles might be of value if they are the right sort of profile:
composad of ‘items’ that give information sbout process whic is relevant
to pedagogic intervention. This would seem to be less relsted to the question
of the specificity of a language test, than to the question of test content in
terms, for example, of enabling skiils.
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One real and important problem with profiles is that people — admissions
officers and the like  do not ssem to be sble to cope with them. It was
reported that there is a regrettable tendency to reduce ELTS-produced pro-
files to an ‘average score’, from which, of course, all diagnostic information
has been removed. However desirable diagnostic profiles might be for some
language teachers, it is unlikely that they will be usable by lay people. If
tutors or admissions officers have difficulty understanding a division of scores
into Listening and Reading, how likely are they to want, or to have the time,
to interpret a profile? But sver, if such people have the time and the inclina-
tion to interpret profiles, to what extent will they be able to do so? There
would have to be some sort of prior determination that x course in y depart-
ment in z institution requires a certain sort of profile, and the fact is that we
simply do not have that sort of information: neither the admissions officer
nor the applied linguist is able to say what profife is required by any depart-
ment in any institution. Thus, at best, a vast amount of research is necessary
before such criteria could be established,

Research Needed

As was reiterated throughout this discussion, there is clearly a nced for a
great deal of research in the general area of specific purpose language profi-
ciency testing before one can begin to make claims about the validity of
particular approaches or tests. it would be unfortunate if ELTS-type tests
were introduced without any sort of vaiidation. Empirical evidence, rather
than construct validity, is urgently required on these and similar tests, since
already admissions decisions have been taken about students. It is to be
hoped that follow-ups will be done of students whe have been admitted with
ELTS scores (aithough it is unlikely to be possibie to foilow-up students
who have been rejected because of their ELTS scores). It would, for example,
be perfectly possible to get ELTS-type profiles of students who emerge
successfully from their course of study, and, over a period of time, to gather
information which wouid iead to & profile of ‘successful’ students. The ethical
problem of admitting or rejecting students without such information remains,

It was generally agreed that it is crucially important to find out what is
happening on a test as influential as the ELTS test. There is a clear need to
know how such ‘ESP’ tests relate to existing tests, for practical as well as
academic reasons, There is a clear need to know what the new tests are pre-
dicting, and what they are capable of predicting. There is a need to know
what sort of diagnostic information can validly be provided, and whether it
can be used by both applied linguists and lay people. There is a need to
specify much closer the outcomes to which the test is to relate: both the
academic and the linguistic/communicative. There is a need to analyse the
communicative needs of students in this country, and the extent to which the
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problems of native speakers are similar to or different from those of non-
native speskers. It is clear that the design and implementation of a new test
instrument requires an snormous amount of ressarch, development, effort
and resources, which it is sasy to underestimate. The same need for research
would exist for any test, but particularly for . test that appesrs to be an ESP
test, that clsims to be innovative, 1o be an improvement over other tests and
that deals wiii the future of people. We need to know whaether the claims
made in the Specifications document are substantiated by the evidence.
Nevertheless, it was agreed that the Spec/fications document is important,
despite its unsubstantiated «Jaims bacause it highlights the central prabiem of
ESP proficiency testing: matching the demands of test design with those of

the people taking the test and with those of the sponsoring and receiving
institutions,
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SECTION3

BASIC CONCERNS IN TEST VALIDATION'
Adrian S Palmer, English Language Institute, University of Utah, USA
and Lyle F Bachman, University of illinois, USA

introduction

Test validity is a complex issue, and to address its many facets in any degree
of detall in the space available is a considerable ehaﬂenge.’ To make this
possible at all, we have had to assume that the readsr has some degree of
familisrity with traditional views of validity. Consequently, we will review
only briafly the basic types of validity. We then look in somewhat more detail
into the nature of construct validity — the type of validity which we are
currently investigating. Finally, we present some of the general resuits we
have obtained in a recently completed construct validation study.

Types of Validity

lnmtlgetions of test validity are, in general, investigations into the extent to
which @ test measures what it is supposed to measure. This is however, a very
general definition of valldity, and it is useful to distinguish among several
different types of validity. We will distinguish among four here.

Face validity

The first, and in our opinion the least important, type of vaiidity is ‘face
validity’. Face validity is the appearance of validity — the extent to which a
test looks like it measures what it is supposed to, but without any empirical
evidence that it does. There is no statistical measure of face validity, and
there is no generaily accepted procedure for determining that a test does or
does not demonstrate face validity.

T Prepared for presentation st the RELC Reglonal Seminar on the Eveluation snd
Measurement of Language Competence and Performance, Singspore, April 21-25, 1880.

2\% would {ike to express our deepest sppreciation to the participants in the 1879 and
1880 colloquis on the construct validstion of oral tssts, held at the TESOL nations!
conventions, These individuals, too numerous to nama hers, have contributed to every
phase of the ressarch described in this poper — from the originsl sxpression of s need
for such resssrch to its design, implementstion, snd interpretsiton,
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evidence that it does. There is no statistical measure of face validity, and
there is no generally accepted proceduie for determging that a test does or
does not demonstrate face validity.

Content validity

The second, #nd a much more important, type of validity is ‘content validity’.
Content validity is the extent to which the selection of tasks one observes in
a test-taking situation is representative of the larger set {universe) of tasks of
which the test is assumad to be a sampie. For example, if a test is designed to
measure ability 1o speak a foreign language, yet requires the testee onwy to
answer yes/no questions, one might doubt thaj this single task is
represantative of the sorts of tasks requirec in general conversation, which
entails operations like greeting, leave-taking, questioning, explaining,
describing, etc. The process of investigating content. validity is basically a
sampling process and requires a fairly complete description of the type of
competence being tested.

Criterion-referenced validity

Another important but controverzial type cf validation is ‘eriterion-referenced -
validity'. Criterion-eferenced validity is the extent 1o which a test predicis
something that is considered important. For example, 8 test raight predict
success on & jub, sng, therefore, be very useful 10 an employer screening
prospective employees.

It is important to note that in criterion-referenced validity, knowing exactly
what a test measures is not crucial, so long as whatever is mgasured is a good
predictor of the criterion behaviour. For example, 8 score on & transiation
test from a student’s nativu languaye into English might be a very good
predictor of how weil a student would do in vourses in an English-medium
university — even though it might not be at 2l clear exactiy what the
translation test measures: the student’s knowledge of English, his sensitivity
to his native language, his ability to transiate, his persevérance, or some
combination of these or other abilities. Ons problern with criterion-refarenced
validity, then, is that @ test can exhibit criterion-referenced validity without
cne's knowing what it measures,

Construct validity
The fourth type of validity is the relations  between a test and the
psychological sbilities it measures. This chacacteristic is cailed construct

validity — the extent to which a test, or a set of tests, yield scores which o
behave in the ways one would predict they should if the researcher’s theory
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of what is in the mind of the stbject is correct. For example, if it is claimed
that a test measurds ‘knowiedge of grammar’, ane should be able to
demonstrate that one car: measure knowliedge of grammar (as a psychological
property) to a certain extent independently of other purported psychological
properties such as ‘knowledge of vocabulary’, ‘knowledge of the writing
system’, ‘ability to reason verbally’, etc.

Construct validation in the language testing field, then, is a process of
hypothesis formation and hypothesis -esting that allows the investigator to
slowly zero in on the nature of the competence of the language user. As more
and more construct validation studies are completed. researchers can say with
more and more conviction that the evidence tends to support one position,
and not another one. '

Tne MT-MM C-D Construct Validstion Procedure

One powerful procedure for investigating construct validity is called by the
rather forbidding name ‘multitrait-multimethod convergent-discriminant
construct validation.’ First described by Campbell and Fiske (1959), this
procedure requires gathering data that will let one assess two types of
validity: convergent and discriminant.

Convergent validity

Convergent validity is evidence that if one wants to measure something cr
other (a specific trait), one can measure it in a number of different ways {that
is, by using different methods of measurement) and still come up with more
or iess the same resuits. In other words, it is an indication of how well test
5COTES agres.

F 2

Discriminant valid.ty

Discriminant validity, on the other hand, is an indication of the extent to
which test scores differ. Here, one looks for evidence that tests which are
supposed to measure different abilities (referred to as “traits’ or ‘constructs’)
sctually do provide different information. For example, if a test of the trait
‘mathematical ability’ and another of the trait ‘verbe! sbility’ slways gave the
same results, that is, if they ordsred the subjects taking the tests in exactly
the same ways, there wou.d be no avigence that the mathematica! and verbal
abifity traits were actually distinct. Now, In order to assess discriminant -
validity, it is necessary that one measure several traits at one time. This
necessity is the source of ‘multitrait’ element in the name of the construct
validation procedure.
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The effect of method

The multitrait-multimsthod ressarch model sssumes that test scores reflect
not only what it is that one is attempting to measure (the trait), but also the
effect of the methods of measurement. in other words, a test contists of both
trait and method components.

To enable one to assess the relative contribution of trait and method to test «
scores, two or more traits must be measured by a minimum of two distinct
methods. This stipulation is the source of the ‘multimethod’ element in the
name of the procedure.

Types of Construct Validstion Studiss

Because of their complexity, a relatively small number of construct validation
studies of language tests have been carried out. Those that have been are
basically of three types: principal-component analytic studies; correlational
studies: and confirmatory factor analytic studies. ‘

Principal-component analytic studies

Principal-component analytic studies constitute the majority of the construct
validation studies to date. Principsi component analysis is & technique for
accounting for as much common variance 8s possibie on & set of difterent
tests using a minimum number of factors. As it has been used, this analytic
technique has been widely criticised. A comprehensive review of the criticisms
would go far beyond the limited scope of this paper, and, in any case, such
reviews are available in Thormdike (1971}, Volimer and Sang (1980), and
Werts, Linn, and Joreskog {1971).

One general problem is that principali component analysis cannot be used to
examine any kind of structural model in which the elements in the model are
correlated (as appears to be the case in modsis of ianguae proficiency). The
reason for this is that principsl component analysis looks only at variance
structure, not covariance structure. {The structure model which we will
present fater will specify the magnitude of the correiation between the
elements in the modei.)

Another general problem is thst of commonalities — this is, the amount of
variance the analysis attributes to something the various measures have in
comron. The reason this is a problem is that the common variance in 2
principal component analysis contains measurement error and method
variance, which infiste the magnitude ¢ the common variance.
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in short, principal component snalysis not only does not allow only to test
the likelihood of specific structura] models, but it also produces results which
may be inherently biased toward finding a large general factor, no matter
what data is ansiysed, g

John Oller has summarised the evidence from many of the principal
component consiruct validation studies in the appendix to his new book,
Language Tests at School (1979). Oller considers the results of the studies in
terms of three hypothesss. The first is the divisibility hypothesis, sccording to
which language proficisncy is divisible into 8 number of distinct components,
such as knowledge of grammar, knowledge of vocabulary, speaking ability,
reading ability, and so on. The second hypothesis is the unitary competence
hypothesis, according to which language proficiency cannot be broken down
into a number of sub-components which can be differentially measured. This
hypothesis predicts, for example, that reading knowledge and spesking
knowledge (as measured by tests of each) cannot, in fact, be distinguished. A
third hypothesis expresses a position somewhere between the first two. Called
‘the partisl divisibility hypcthasis’; it posits that 8 major portion of test '
variance is unique to specific tests. Oller concludes, after considering the dats
from a number of studies, that the second hypothesis, the unitary
competsnce hypothesis, seems to be a better explanation of the data,

Multitrait-multimethod correlational studies of language tests

Three construct velidstion studies using the multitrait-multimethod
convergent-discriminant design referred to previously have been conducted:
Brutsch (1878), Clifford (1978}, and Corrigan and Upshur (1873). These
studies have attempted to assess the construct validity of tests of purportediy
different ianguage use skilis (such as reading and writing, and speaking) and
purportedly different aspects of language (grammar, vocabulary, stc).

The primary (but not the onlyj analytic technique used is the examination of
the pattern of intercorreiations of test scores according to criteria set forth by
Campbell and Fiske (1959). These Campbell-Fiske criteria will be stated and
applied, for iliustrative purposes, to data from the Bachman-Palmer study
described later in this paper.

The results of the three studies cited above are, in general, inconclusive. We
believe these inconclusive results to be due, in part, to problems with the tests
(such as low refiabilities} and in part to limitations of the analytic techniques
used to evaluate the dats. For example, an examination of the
intercorrelation of test scores through the Campbell-Fisks framewdrk does
not even aliow us to postulsts an underlying caussl model, much less to
examine the plausibility of the three models hypothesised by Oller.
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Multitrait-multimethod confirmatory factor analytic studies

Multitrait-multimethod confirmatory factor analytic studies employ experi-
mental designs which aliow the ssparation of the effects of traits snd method
on test scores. In addition, they employ an anslytic statistical technique,
called confirmatory factor analysis. Described in detail by Joreskog (1968),
confirmatory factory analysis allows one to make a statistical comparison
between structural predictions of a8 model and the results obtained in an
empirical study. For example, given two siternative modeis of lsnguage
proficiency, such as the unitary competence modsl and s two-factor divisible
competence modal, and given a sufficiently rich set of data (specifically, an
over-identified mods! as described in Alwin (1974), the ressarchsr can com-
parp the explanstory power of the two models by applying statistical tests of
goodness of fit of each model to the data.

The Bachman-Palmer Study
Origins of the study

Now we would like to describe a construct validation study whose origins go
back to the summer of 1878. During the Fifth Congress of the international
Association of Applied Linguistics at Montreal, Peter Groot suggested that
despite the general interest in oral testing, attempts to assess the construct
validity of oral tests wers few. As & resuit of this conversation, Groot and
Adrian Palmer contacted a group of ressarchers in language testing and
arranged a two-day colloquium on the construct validation of orsl tests at
the 1979 TESOL convention in Boston. At this colloquium, the participants
discussed the current state of affajrs in the validation of .orai tests. The
general feeling of the participants was that the construct ‘communicative
competence in speaking’ had not been adequately defined and that the
convergent and discriminant validity of tests purporting to messurs
communicative competence in speaking had not been established. As a
consequence, the participants recommended that a construct validstion
project be instigated.

The authors of this paper (Lyle F. Bachman and Adrian S Palmer) agreed to
carry out this study with the advice of the members of the colloquium, in
this study, we investigated the hypothesls that two language use skills,
speaking and reading, which differ both in direction {productive versus
receptive) and in channel (aure. sersus visual} are psychologically distinct and
can be measured independentiy.
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Design ‘é '

In the study, we used three diffsrent methods of testing (namely, interview,
translation, and self ratings) to investigate two hypothesised traits (namely,
‘communicative competence in speaking’ and ‘communicative competencea in
reading’). To test two traits by means of three methods requires @ minimum
of six tests. The tests we used are described briefly in Figure 1. The tests are
described in the boxes, with the names of the traits listed down the left
column and the names of the methods listed across the top,

"]
We administered ail six tests to a population of 76 speakers of Englishasa .
sacond. language at the University of Illinois at Urbana. All were native
speakers of Mandarin Chinese. The subjects included students st the
University and their spouses. All six tests were administered individually, and
total testing time for each subject was approximately two hours.

Resuits of correlational analysis N

The intercorrelations of scores on tests used in this study are presented in °
Table 1. Of the six tests administered, four (the interview tests of speaking

- and reading and the translation tests of speaking and reading) were rated by
two different examiners. For the purpose of our analysis, we have considered
each examiner’s ratings as a separste method (or a separate test). Thus, int-{
on Table 1 stands for the interview as rated by Interviawer number 1. int-2
stands for the interview as rated by interviewer number 2, and so on,
Considering the data in this way allowed us to set up 8 10 x 10 matrix of
inter-correigtions.

Convergent validity

The first hypothesis tested concerns convergent validity. The hypothesis
states that correlations between scores on tests of the same trait which
employ different methods (called validity indices) should be significant and
positive. These validity indices are enclosed in the upper left and lowsr right
triangles. All of these correlations are significant snd positive, thus providing
evidence of convergent validity for both the speaking and the reading tests.

Discriminant validity
The next two hypotheses tested concern discriminant validity. The first
hypothesis is that correlations between different tests of the same trait

(validity indices) should be higher than correlations between tests having
neither trait nor method in common.
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An exsmple will itlustrate exactly how this hypothesis is tested. Consider the
validity indices in the left column of the upper left triangle (28, .77,.76, and
51). These are correistions between test #1 (examiner #1's ratings on the oral
interview tast) with the scores on all other tests of speaking. We now wish to
compare these with correlations between tests which share neither trait nor
method. This set of correlations includes all the indices in the first column of
the lower left hand box except the index inside the diagonal (.54).

For example, let us compare the .88 validity index with the four refevant
indices in the column below it (.66, .58, 52, and .44). 88 is higher than ali
of these indices — providing evidence of discriminant validity. Nots, however,
that one of the validity indices in column 1 {51) is lower than some of the
indices in the column below it. If we work through all possible comparisons,
we find that the first discriminant validity hypothesis is confirmed in 28 out
of 40 cases for spesking, and 38 out of 40 cases for reading.

The second discriminant validity hypothesis is that correlations between tests
of the same trait (the validity indices) should be higher than correlations
betwaen tests of differsnt traits measured by the same method. Evidence for
this type of validity is harder to obtain, sincs one has to find low correlations
between tests which share the same method of testing. If the effect of the
method is strong, it can exert a strong sffect on pairs of test scores which,
share method.

To test this hypothesis, one compares the same set of validity indices used to
test the previous hypothesis with the index within the diaganal in the lower
left hand box. This criterion for discriminant validity is clearly met when we
compare validity index 88 with the 54 indax below it. It is clea-iy not met,
hcwever, when we compare the vaiidity index 51 with the 54 index below
it. Again, if one works through sil possible comparisons, one finds that the
second discriminant validity hypothesis is confirmed in 7 out of 10 cases for
speaking and 4 out of 10 cases for reading.

The effsct of method is particularly noticeabie in tests using translation or
salfrating methods. Of the indices in the diagonal in the lower left hand box,
the intercorreistions between tests 3-6 which employ transistion and seif-
rating methods (.64, .68, and .68) are ciearly higher than those between tests
1 and 2 which do not (.54 and .48).

This completes an examination of the correiations using Campbeii-Fiske
criteria. We would fike to emphasise once again that there sre & number of
problems associated with the Campbell-Fiske criteria (see Althauser, 1974)
which lead us to favour confirmatory factor analysis, the results of which we
turn to NOW. ‘
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Confirmatory factor analysis

\.
Confirmatory factor analysis, as we have noted before, is a technique for
statistically evaluating the goodness of fit of compeotitive causal models to a
body of data. We have tested over ten models against our data, each involving
different assui.sptions about trait-method interaction. The modeis with the
best fit assume no trait-by-method interaction. in keeping with the limited
goals of this paper, we present the results of the analysis of only two models.
One model posits three method factors and one posits three method factors
and two trait factors: competence in speaking and in reading {a version of the
divisible competence hypothesis). The results of the confirmatory factor
analysis are given in Table 2. ‘

To test the hypothesis of distinct speaking and reading traits, we examined

the difference between the chi squares of the unitary language factor mode!

(50.722) and of the two trait model (34.980). The difference is significant at

the p. <001 level. Thus, we reject the hypothegis that a single language factor

underlies the variables.

Having found that the model which best accounts for the data comprises two

language traits (speaking and reading) and three methods {(interview,

transiation, and self ratings), we examined the ioading of each test on each of

these five factors (as wel! as a uniqueness factor which includes specificity

and measurement error components}. Factor foads of the ten tests of the six /!
factors are given in Table 3. '

The high loading of the oral interview measures on the speaking factor
(.818), compared to the relatively lower loading of the oral transiation
measures (.568) and the oral self-rating measure (.298), indicates that the ora
interview method provides a better measure of speaking ability than do the
transiation and self-rating methods. An examination of the loadings of the
interview, translation and self-rating measure on the reading factor leads us,
by similar reasoning, 1o coclucs that the transiation measure {with a loading
of .7566 on the reading factor) provides the best measure of reading ability.

Loadiigs of the measures on the three methods factors {interview, transiation,
and self-rating) support these conclusions. Specifically, the oral tests load less
heavily on the interview method factor (.459) than they do on the translation
method factor {.729) and on the self-rating method factor (.734). This
indicates that the effect of the method of testing on oral test scores is feast
for the interview method, In other words, assuming we are interested in
maximising the effect of the trait (which we are trying to measure) and
minimising the effect of method (which we are not trying to measure), we
would choose the interview method to measure oral ability.
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Looking at the effsct of method on the reading test scores, we find that the
translation method (which loads .611 on ths reading tests) affects the reading
test scores less than the self-rating method (.834) or the interview method
(.972). We conclude, thersfors, that of the three methods used in the study, -
the one which minimises the effeét of test method on the reading test scores
is the transiation method. -

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis can be presented in the form
of a path diagram for the multitrait-multimethod modal comprising two traits
and three methods. This diagram Is given in Figure 2. My_; and T, are the
three method and two trait factors which, confirmatory factor analysis indi-
cates, best account for the scores on the measures {the X's). Double ended
arrows indicate correlations. Single-ended arrows indicats factor loadings.
Single-ended arrows from & number to a measure indicate the loading of

that messurs on a uniqueness factor — a factor which includes measure
specific nonsandom variance ss well as random error variance.

Summary

We feel that this study, and the two years of planning and discussion that
preceded it, have yielded two important results: one mathodological, the
other empiricai.

With respect to methodology, we feel that the application of confirmatory
factor analysis to 8 body of data gathered in such 8 manner as to make it
possible to identify and quantify the effects of trait and method on test
scores allow us a far clearer picture of the nature of measured language
proficiency than has been available using other types of analysis.

With respect to our empirical findings, we feel we have found strong evidence
supporting Oller’s divisible language competance model. In addition, we have
evidence that of the three methods we used to evaluste proficiency in
speaking and reading, the interview method provided the best measure of
speaking and the transistion msthod the best measure of reading. This should
somewhat reassure the United States Foreign Service Institute, which has, up
tn now, had to rely primarily on faith and on face validity to justify their
using these two methods in their testing programme,

Having obtained evidsnce for the distinctness of the speaking and reading
traits, we are now in a position to examine further (1} the extent to which

a common factor may or may not undesiy these distinct traits or (2} the
compaosition of the individua! traits.
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Table t
MTMM Corrsiation Matrix
All correlationssigatp <. 01,df = 74

Speaking
{A)
int-1 Int-2 Trans-1 Trans-2 Seif
(1) @ (3) (4) {5)
1 100
2 {'3a~-.. 1.00
3 ¢.77 Thra~~ 100
4 ! 76 72 85 ~—-_ 100
1 ...57:‘ ~.45_ 62 65 58
2 5=~ 4e T ~<64__ 87 60
3 58 61 —~~.64 “~_68 46
4 52 55 B2 T mw 88~ 48
5 44 45 47 5~ 68
’—-"
Reading
(8) .
int-1 int-2 Trans-1 Trans-2 Self
(1) {2) (3) (4) (5)
1 1.00
2 For~o 1 1.00 ,
3 ! 66 65~~~ _1.00
4 l 65 85 B4~ ~ - 100
5 ! 68 68 54 TBa- . _ 100
T TTmmm '1"‘"‘" == _al
o«
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Tabls 2

Comparison of chi squares for two models

Rater factbr
loadings equal

1 Trait

Modsi 1

x° = 50722
dft = 30
p = 0104

2 Traits

b . e mm——— e

difference

148 1

L

&
Fs

Model 2 *

X = 34 980
df = 28
P = 2052

rkﬁhﬂ = h24

Xi-x; =15.742
df =1
p < 001
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Figure 1

Multitrait-muitimethod matrix for the Bachman-Palmer construct vaiidation

study
Mathods .
interview {1} Translation (2) Self-ratings (3)
Trants
Communicstive For. Serv. Inst. Transistion test Seifsatings of
competance in (FS1) interview of speaking. spasking sbility
speaking (A) test of speaking Direct translation
of disiogues from
subjsct’s native
fanguage into
oken English.
Communicative interview test Transistion test Saif-ratings of
competence in of rsading. of reading. reading ability
rending {B) Subject is inter- Direct transistion
viewed in his from English read-
native language ing passages to
sbout contants subisct's native
of English language.
re8ing Passages .
L
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Table 3

ractor icacings {and standard erron) for measures

Meospures

Oral Interview 1

Orat interview 2

Orsl Translation 1
Oral Translation 2
Qrat Selfrating
Reading Intarview 1
Reading Intaview 2
Resding Transistion 1
Reading Transistion 2
Reading Seitsating

!

819
819

EBaBBYEE

{.082)
{.082)
{.091)
{.081)
(.087)

Reading Intesview Transiation
000 459 (126} .00
000 459 (1280 000
000 000 729 (.088)
000 000 720 1.008)
456 (140) 872 (.085) .000
485 1140) 972 (.085) .000
756 (.097) .000 611 1333)
756 (.087) .000 611 (133)
216 (113) 000 000

Seif-Rating Uniqueness
.000 .13
000 132
000 1786
.000 137
734 {.108) .357
.000 034
000 017
000 044
.000 070
83 (104) .236

149




3 49

X
1"

[

112

M; = interview method factor

M; = trensistion method factor
M; =~ seif+ating method factor
T; = speaking trait factor.

T; = reading trait factor

X11,.; = orsl interview measures
X12,., = oral translation measures
X = oral seifrating measure
X21,.; = reading interview measures
X22,.; = reading transistion measures
X23 = reading self-rating measures

) /
Key for Figure 2

834

Figure 2 -53‘ *

Path diagram for muititrait-muitimethod mode! {2 traits, 3 methods)
X - 34.9804 df = 20, p = 2052

Double-ended mows = corraiations
Singie-ended arrows betwesn elements = trait and mathod factor tosdings .
Single-ended arrows from a number to a8 measure = uniqueness factor loadings
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WHY ARE WE INTERESTED IN GENERAL LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY?'
Helmut J Vollmer, University of Osnabrick, Germany

introduction

| should like to start out by saying that language proficiency is what language
proficiency tests measure. This circular ‘statement is about all one can firmly

" say when asked to define the concept of proficiency to date. This is even

more so when it comes to the construct of overall language proficiency,
regardiess of whether we want to refer 10 one’s mother tongue or any second
or foreign language. What exactly is this general language proficisncy, does

it really exist and what, then, is our particular interest in this construct gither
as test researchers, or as test developers or as users of test results? What
models of general language proficiency (GLP) seem to be plausibie, on what
grounds and based on what theorstical insights? Is the concept of GLP
related more to the competence level of a person, that is, to what the learner
knows about a certain langusge (including knowledge about how to use it} or
does it rather refer to the performance or skill level on which the learner
actually demonstrates his/her knowledge in more or less meaningful
communicativesituations? 1f we consider proficiency to be a performance
category we should then try and define it as some sort of attained level of
mastery within a given language which can be observed and measured by a
number of different methods. We wouid then immediately face the question
in which way precisely GLP might differ from the sum or average of one’s
scares on any of the existing proficiency measures covering different aspects
of ianguage that one might be abie to name (if not isoiate). If we think,
however, of GLP as an underlying ability to demonstrate one’s knowledge of
a language regardiess of the nature of the task involved, the skill(s) implied,
the measurement method used etc., we would then have to elaborate on the
difierences between the two terms ‘overall proficiency’ and ‘competence’
(if there are any at all) — no matter what theoretical framework for linguistic
and/or communicative competence we may have in mind.

Question after question arises once we investigate more desply into the
concept of GLP which is not clear at ali as yet. in my paper | would like to
share with you some of the problems which my colleague Dr Sang and | came

V| would like 10 thank my friend and colleague Fritz Sang for his valuable comments
on an earlier draft of this paper. Of course, | assums full responsibility for the views
expressed hers ss well as for aif kinds of errors,
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" across in studying the structure of what we thought to be ‘linguistic
competence’ in German learners of English as a foreign language. The research
project that | am referring to is based st the Max-Planck-Institut fur
Bildungstorschung in Berlin. One of the main objectives of this project is to
study the theoretical claims and empirical evidence put forward in support of
either the ‘unitary competence’ hypothesis or the ‘divisible competence’
hypothesis and to further contribute to this controversy by presenting our
own research findings and careful interpretation of them {cf. Sang/Vollmer
1978). The basic question here is — 85 you might knyw - whether or not ail
performances in a second/foreign language can be traced back to a single
underlying factor, the so-called ‘General Language Proficiency Factor’
{GLPF) and whether or not it seems theoretically plausible and valid to
interpret the appearance of such a factor as an indicagion of the existence of
a unitary cognitive ability at work. If so, the wide-spread belief in relatively
distinguishable, more or less autonomous dimensions of linguistic competence
and their realisation on the performance level (the ‘four skills’) which most
foreign language teaching (and testing) nowadays is still based upon would
have to be questioned, if not overthrown. The research situation concerning
this problem, which implies one of the central issues of language testing
theory, is quite controversial. Basically speaking there are two different
lines of research which operate to some extent apart from one another
(without really relating their arguments and tentative findings to each other).
Let me now turn to a brief outiine of these two positions with respect to
their definition of proficiency in theoretical and operations! terms.

Conflicting views of language proficiency
1 The divi ble competence hypothesis .

The first of the two research branches referred to has concentrated on
attempting to identify those areas/dimensions of linguistic achisvement which
could be interpreted along the lines of meaningful isarning objectives and
which were able to structure the learning and teaching process of a second/
foreign language in a plausible way. Theoretically this approach is based on
the more or less implicit assumption that there is {most likely) no such thing
" as a single unitary Janguage ability but {more likely) 8 number of specific
linguistic — and nondinguistic — competsncies or areas of competence
underlying language behaviour. it is hoped that these competencies can be
identified and related to each other more distinctly and systematically as our
knowledge advances, and that they can be further broken down some day
into sub-competencies, eg into components or aspects contributing to the
successful operation of a ceriain ares of competence. it must be added,
however, that within the last twenty years there has never been 8 strong
version of this claim. Rather a great number of researchers seem to have
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adopted this general outlook (possibly for lack of 8 convincing theorstical
siternative) and used s multidimensional ‘model’ as their unquestioned
starting point. Accordingly, they have devoted time and effort only in
identifying and naming those competsncles that could be plausibly related to
the different skills or aspects of language behaviour on the performance level.
In addition, investigation into the structure of forsign language aptitude
seemed to support the view that the acquisition of another language other
than one's native tongue was dependent on at least three different -
language-specific factors within the learner (besides non-linguistic variables
like motivation etc.}.

This approach has been labelled (somswhat unjustly as | believe) the
‘discrete-point approach’, alithough in reality (at least for its most outspoken
proponents) it has slways been a mixture of ‘discrete-point’ tests and some
‘giobal’ testing (see, for example, the matrices given in Valette (19687) or
Hartis (1969); for a discussion of this ‘disjunctive fallacy’ as a whole cf
Farhady (1979).

Certainly sets of items that test the control of specific elements of the second
language (phonemes, intonation patterns, vocabulary or structural items, and
the like) are discrete-point tests, as most multiple-choice items are
discrete-point items. But the testing of the so-called ‘integrated skills’ like
reading or listening with comprehepsion questions based on a ionger reading
or listening test do in my understsnding very much focus on giobal aspects of
the language indepéndent of the item format used, Tasks fike these require
the integration of different elements of knowledge in order to understand and
interpret language in context. Even if a longer reading or listening passage is
scored on the basis of specific elements imptied (in a manner that parsliels
discrete-point items) | vrould still consider it to be a global messure more
than anything else. As concerns language proficiency it was normally thought
of as being best approached by a whole battery of language tests (instead of
only one or just a few). Lach of the tests was supposed to 8im at @ unique aspect
of knowing a ianguage and/or handling it on different levels.

As early ss 1961 J B Carroll worked out a rationale for describing and
measuring language proficiency along the multidimensional lines outlined
above. Carroli pointed out that the validity of a proficiency test does not
only depend on whether a representative sampie of the Engiish ianguage

had been covered. it is more important yat, according to Carroli, that the
success of the testee in coping with future language situations, future learning
situations as well as certain forseeable social situations in real life can be
adequately predicted with some degree of certainty on the basis of the test
results. Themf?re one has to select and combine those dimensions of test
performance which are relevant to future tasks and situations. In other

154 4 JJ




\

words, the proficiency of a learner (his degree of mastery of the foreign
language) canhot be judged or messured in sbstract terms. A test of profi-
ciency, according to Carroll, has siways to be validated externally against
the criterion of *having sufficient English to operate in given situations’
(Carroil 1972:315). Carroli goes on to specify ten relevant dimensions of test
performance which include those elementary aspects of knowledge and the
four integrated skills: listening comprehension, reading comprehension,
speaking and written composition. These dimensions are to be combined in a
specific manner each time. They should be given different weighting accord-
ing to their relative importance depending on the purpose of the testing and
based on the findings of future job or task analysis, that is, on the results of
the externally validated description of qualifications needed.

As far as | can see the term ‘oversll proficiency’ or ‘GLP’ was never used
{and maybe has no place) within this theoretical framework. As long as the
purpose of proficiency testing is to determine whether a learner’s language
ability corresponds to specified language requirements it makes more sense
to speak of a lsarner’s ‘specific proficiency’ in relation to the content area
defined and the criteria used. For example, in placement tests we want to
know whether a student is proficient enough to enter this or that course, or
we want to find out whether g learner is to able to read professional
litbrature in another language with a specific leve! (such as 80 or 90 per cent)
of accuracy, etc. The Foreign Service Institute of the United States has
developed a number of proficiency tests that are meant to indicate to what
degree a person can function in the foreign language. Again, the reported
language ability of a candidate is defined by a predetermined sot of functional
categories: having sufficient German, Spanish, Russian etc. to carry out an
informa! conversation, to chair a meeting, to explain a statement of policy,
to do this or that . . .

In all of these cases nobody would dare to make a judgement on a person’s
overall foreign language proficiency, but only on a limited, yet seemingly
weii-defined aspect of language proficiency based on the tests used. The
crucial question, of course, is that of validity: do the tests really measure
what they purport to measure, what language tasks, what content arsas, what
communicative situstions etc. are being samplied, how are the lsveis of
correctness and appropriateness being defined and identified, how justified
are the predictions made us to a person’s functioning in that langusge? The
very problems of sampling and prediction suggest that we slways include
some judgement of a learner’s ‘transfer ability’ (if he or she is abie to act with
lsnguage in this or that test situation, he or she will probably be similarly
successful in situations not included in the test or not forseeable at all). In
other words, a certain understanding of a person‘s generalised state of
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knowledge or ability to uss this knowledge — however vague — seems to ba
implied in any proficiency concept. It is sxactly here where the second of the
two research branches starts.

2 The notion of ‘overall proficisncy’

In the late sixties it was Spolsky who asked: What does it mean to know &
language or how do you get someone to perform his competence (as
contradictory as this formulation sounds). He argues that ‘knowledge of a
language’ was more than having command over 3 certain amount of
vocsbulary or mastering its isolated slements. It was knowing the rules of a
ianguage, as he put it.

Knowing a language is a matter of having mastered these {as yet

incompletely specifisd) ruies; the ability to handle new sentences is

evidence of knowing the rules that are needed to generate them (Spolisky

1973: 173).

2

Spolsky thus reminds us of ‘two vital truths about language, the fact that
language is redundant, and the fact that it is creative’ (1873: 167). To him
knowledge of a language, being @ matter of knowledge of rules, is the same as
‘underlying iinguistic competence’. This operates in all the different kinds of
perfarmances, be they active or passive (the latter being an equally creative
process on the part of the learner}.

Almost everyone would agree with Spolsky so far. it is worth noting that
he only speaks of an ‘underlying linguistic competence’, not of a ‘unitary
competence’. in another context he considers knowiedge of rules to be the
‘princips! factor’ (1873: 174) in the understanding as well as in the pro-
duction of messages (not the one and only factor expiaining ali sorts of
language behaviour). This distinction which | try to make here is quite
important. it becomes clearer, | think, when we follow Spolisky's suggestion
that we could find out about ‘knowiedge of a ianguage’ equally well when
testing passive or active skills: :

This last does not of course mean that an individuai’s performance as 8
speaker is the same as his performance as 8 listensr; such a claim would
dearly be ridiculous, for it would be tantamount to saying that anyone
who could read a Shakespeare play could also writs it. Ali that it does
claim is that the same linguistic competence, the same knowledge of
rules, underiies both kinds of performance.

[

(Spoisky 1873: 174).
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| take this quotation to be a clear indication of the shift of focus from the
differences between the skills {and how they might relate to underlying
competencies) to what they might have in common by way of a shared bssic
competence stretching out into all the skills. But in trying to explain the
ability to read {and understandl) a Shakespeare play or to write one we will
have to take other competencies {constructs) into account — besides and on
top of ‘knowledge of rules’. If our focus of interest is concentrated on the
assumed central linguistic competence {or that portion which may be com-
mon to the operation in al! the skills) the additional cognitive forces (those
which are not common to all the skills) do not disappear — they are simply
out of focus (for the time being).

My interpretation of the concept of an ‘underlying linguistic competence’,
which does not imply it to be necessarily unitary, is somewhat dimmed again

by Spoisky’s introduction of another term, that of ‘overall proficiency’
(1973: 175).

some wa:* *0 get beyond the limitation of testing a sample of surface
features, and seek rather to tap underlying linguistic competence
{Spolsky 1973: 175).

This sentence can easily be misunderstood in that it suggests that competence
of a foreign language learner can be tested directly (or st least more directly)
rather than measured through any of its manifestations of the performance
ievel known so far — which is not possible! What Spolsky refers to is the
development of ‘competence-oriented’ tests {others s8y ‘integrative’ tests) as
valid indicators of learners’ success in handling actual performance, calling for
normal {anguage functioning based on the principles of redundancy and
creativity,

The sentence quoted above could very well nourish g second misunder-
standing by suggesting that linguistic competence can be measured by &
{singulari) test of overall proficiency. Moreover, the term ‘overall’ does
not only imply ‘basic’, but also ‘comprehensive’, as if all the possible aspects
of a person’s language behavinsur {and the ability structure governing his or
her performance) could be grasped exhaustively in one proficiency measure.
This view, though, is not shared by the author quoted. When asked 8t the
1974 Washington Language Testing Symposium for a ciear definition of
overall proficiency, Spolsky answered:

it should be obvious by now that | can’t say that pracisely, or | woulid
have. It's an idea that I'm still piaying with. [t has to correlate with the
sum of various kinds of things in some way, because it should underlie
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any specific abilities. In other words, | have the notion that ability to
operate In 8 lsnguage includes a good, solid central portion (which Il
call overall proficiency) plus a number of specific aress based on
experisnce and which will tum out to be either the skill or certain

sociolinguistic situations
(Jones/Spoisky 1875: 68).
Taking this uncertainty as it is, other authors like John W Qtler had picked up
the notion of overall proficiency and had experimentad in the meantime with
a number of measures in foreign language testing aimed st tapping the
postulated GLP, namely with different form of the Cloze test and dictation.

3 The unitary competence hypothesis

Oller and othars believe thst there are gdod resions for assuming that
linguistic competencs is not only the principal factor underlying all language
skills, but that this competence is unitary (cf for example Oller 1976, Oller/
Hinofotis 1976). In his theoretica) work Oller tries to convince us that this
(assumed) unitary competence is more than just a construct, that it ‘really
exists’. In addition, he asserts that ail procestes of comprehending and
producing uttsrances, of understanding and conveying mesning (in whatever
mode by whatsver medium) are governed by this one indivisible intellectual
force — in L1 as well as in any L.2. in terms of psycholinguistic modelling
Oller has offered an Interpretation of this assumed force (or basic human
sbility) as an ‘internalised expectancy grammar’ st work {(cf Oller 1874;
1878). This concept can be based partly on ressarch done in cognitive
psychology, especiglly as to perceptus! processes in general (not restricted to
language perception}. On the other hand one has to be rather careful in
adopting or applying resuits of non-4anguage-specific insights from cognitive
psychology to a theory of language processing. Neisser himself, one of the
authorities in that field, turns out to be much more cautious in 1976 than in
his basic work published in 1967 (for further discussion of the plausibiiity of
Olier’s psysholinguistic construct ‘expectancy grammer’ see Voilmer/Sang
1979).

As to the comparison of language reception and language production as
psychological processes, their structural egustion does not seem justified at
the moment or it seems & bit overhasty at least. Though the resuits of
psycholinguistic rescarch to date indesd suggest some commonalities between
the encoding and the decoding system, production and comprehension can
probably not be seen as mirror images. Many attempts have been made to
account for their unique characteristics by postulating different underlying
processes. The role played by syntax is a case in point here. To our present
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knowledge, the syntactic level seems to be much more important for the
process of planning énd producing an utterance than for perceiving and
decoding it, whereas in the latter case the semantic level seems to be
predominant. Generally speaking, the differences between knowing how to
analyse input and knowing how to construct output apparently outweigh the
correspondences between these two processes. Evidence continues to come
in from many sources that language as comprehension and language as
production are so profoundly different that any attempt to describe language
‘non-directionally’, or neutrally with respect to its interpretive and expressive
functions, wiil be highly controversial, if not fail. | am not ready, however,
to claim that there are basically two distinguishable competences, one
associated with understanding language, one with producing meaningful
utterances (although this might be so). This “two competences hypothesis’
may be considered to replace the construct of one indivisible linguistic
competence — or else all the competences named could be looked upon as
hierarchically ordered, pertaining to different levels, each having its own
scope, not excluding one another (theoretically). | know that a position like
mine would need further explication to be better understood and needs,
above all, further research to back it up and make it more plausible.
Unfortunately, | cannot go into it any deeper in this paper (for discussion of
some aspects, however, cf Fodor, Bever, Garatt 1974 Straight 1976;
Volimer/ Sang forthcoming).

My main point here is that slmost anything one can say about {anguage
processing, especially about speech production, is still very specuiative, even
by the standards current in psycholinguistics. There are a vast number of
uncertainties and many open research questions to be solved before any one
of the theoretical models can hope 20 reflect psychological reality (a claim
that Olier makes). One of the major problems with the writing of Otler, then,
is the speediness with which (suitable) pieces of research from other
disciplines are incorporated into his theoretical framework - and the firmness
with which certain positions are taken forcing the reader to follow (and
believe!) the expert — as if no doubt were possible. From a theoratical point
of view the notion of a general language proficiency as the manifestation of
an underlying unitary competence interpreted along the lines of an
expectancy grammar is still veiv vague and not convincing at all (as we shal!
see in more detail in the next sec:ion). So is the empirical evidence for both
the unitary and the divisible competence hypothesis {as | shall point out
later).
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General language proficisncy defined

in this part of my paper | would {ike to develop some of the critical points
concerning the notion of GLP and the testing of proficiency in 3 more
systematic way. | have organisad my thoughts under three different headings:

Proficiency and competence
General language proficiency and cognition
The dynamics of general language proficiency

1 Proficiency and conipetence

Let us reconsider once more whether proficiency, especially the concept ofa
GLP, pertains to the performance leve! and thus to overt language behaviour,
or whethaer it represents a construct on the compétence level reflecting our
understanding of how we think that differant uses of a language have been
integrated internally within a learner. One dictionary which | looked up
defines proficiency as an ‘advanced state of attainment in some knowledge,
art, or skill.’ Such a definition is usaful though it must be elsborsted upon,
especially since both the knowledge and the skill level could be meant if
someone is said to be proficient.

When we turn to Carroil's (1968: 67} suggested chart of linquistic
performance abilities (all based on assumed underlying competences} it
becomes evident that according to this suthor tf¥ term ‘proficiency relates
neither to actual (and measurable) performances not to the competence
jevel in the sense of knowledge of & lsnguage. The ‘proficiencies’ or aspects
of proficiency seem to form a ievei of their own ~ somewhere in between
performance and competence (in the Chomskyan sanse of the terms). Carroll
(1968) speaks of linguistic performance abilities. Thair relative degree of
development decides what a person’s language proficiency looks like, what

it is made up of, which of his or her performance abiiities contributes to what
extent to the overall picture (expressed by a total scors) of mastery of a
second language. In discussing Carroli’s earlier work on Fundamental
Considerations in Testing for English Language Proficiency of Foreign
Students (1972} | have aiready pointed out that in testing proficiency we are
not only interested in an examinee’s sctual strengths or weaknesses, in
particular fields of linguistic knowledge or lack of it. What we are mainly
concerned about is how this knowiedge is put 10 uss, how bits and pieces of
this knowledge are being integrated on different levels of performance, how
fanguage is handied with more or less facitity in terms of the total
communicative effect of an utterance. Anothser important aspect in this
context is, of course, a person’s ability to get by even in situations where
knowizdge is deficient, where uncertainties as to the appropriateness of an
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utterance sccording to social conventions exist or psychologicai restrictions in
interaction have to be dealt with. To thesa latter aspacts more attention has
been paid ever since the broader concept of communicative competence
{(made up of linguistic competence plus something else which we have yet
better to define) has been introduced (cf the recent work of Canale/Swair:
1878, especially their concept of strategic competence which comprises
something e ;uivalent to Carroli's linguistic performance abifities plus a set of
less language-bound social-interactional abilities).?

Carroli’s view of foreign language proficiency focusing on the narrower
construct of linguistic competence can probably best be summarised as an
accumulated index of a person’s (predictable) mastery of and functioning in
L2. This index is inferred from actusi measurements on different ievels of
performance, which are taken to be manifestations of covert linguistic
performance abilities which in tumn are ail thought to be based on underlying
competences.

Let us find out now how the notion of GLP relates to the performance and
competence level. It was Spolsky in 1675 who stated clearly that overall
proficiency coutd not be considered identical with linguistic competence.

it’s something that presumably has what Alan Davies would call
Construct validity. In other words, it depends on theoretical notion of
knowiedge of a language and the assumption that while this knowledge
at @ certain level can be divided up into various kinds of skills, there is
something underiying the various skills which is obviously not the same
as competence. You have to allow, of course, for gross differences. For
exampie, if somebody is desf he won't be good at reading or writing, and
if somebody has never beer: exposed to speech of a certain variety he
won’t be good at handling that. And after allowing for those gross, very
specific differences of experience, whatever is left is overall proficiency
(Jones/Spolsky 1975: 67).

2C0nlm/5mm {1879) postulste three differsnt dimsmions of communicative
competence in their theoreticel framework: grammatical competencs, socialinguistic
competence, and strategic competence. After having reviewss sii the relevant literature
tt appesrs very uniikely to these suthors that communicstive competsnce could be
reduced to only one gioba! lsngusge proficiency dimension.

The mods! ot Canasle/Swain, however, is not yet based on any smpirical investigation,
&s far as | know,
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Apparently the basic idea is that a speakes of a second language acquires not
only certain skills but at the same time builds up a general understanding of
that language (knowledgo of the rulss). In other words, it is suggested that ail
speakers develop and have a general proficiency simply by being exposed to 8
language. This GLP may be acquired by differant sense modalities, but once
it is there it can then be employed in any of the skill areas — even in those
not particularly trained. It can also be applied to a vast number of future
situations - even to thoss which are not foreseeable. ‘Theoretically, at lesst,
two people could know very different parts af a fanguage and, having a fairly
small part in common, still know how to get by. That’s where overall pvofi-
ciency becomes important’ (Jones/Spolsky 1976: 69). It almost looks as if
GLP stays with a person once it has been formed. On the other hand it srems
to be a cognitive potential consisting of languaga-specific knowledge (sets of
rule systems) being stored which is thought to be the software of a
generalised ability to operate in that language. Spolsky gives the following
(construed) example:

Someone is exposed to the treditional method of leaming a language,
that is, a grammar-transiation approach at school, and then goes to live
in the country for two months. At the beginning of the two months that
person would test out completely at O or something on any kind of oral
test. But he already has this overall proficiency that is just waiting for
new experiencus

{Jones/Spoisky 1875: 70}.

Although many questions remain unanswered it should be pointed out in
summarising that for researchers like Spoisky and even more 50 for QOiler the
notion of GLP has become & psychological construct, something non-
obsarvable any more. It has thus moved in its theoretical meaning towards the
competence level, with a clear connotation of an unfolding cognitive ability
to operate in a language.

2 Genera! language proficiency and cognition

in my opinion when we are chasing after GLP what we reaily want to get at is
the centre of what might be called the general cognitive apparstus of a person.
Whether theoretically justified or not we hope to be sbie to form a quick and
somewhat overall picture of a learner’s generalised ability to make use of the
instrument of a foreign language more or less successfully in all possibie
situstions. We sre not concernad about the previous training of a testee of
any curriculum programme in particuiar (in this respect proficlency tests
differ from achievement testing). On the contrary we are looking for a more
or less sound basis in order to make predictions about & person’s future
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behaviour. In measuring GLP it is hoped to find an indicator of how
adaptable a person is or might be, how well he or she will act or function
within a social system including langusge use (and non-verbal means of
interaction). The language side of communication is thought to be highly
dependent on the development of what might be termed the languags
processing mechanisms in general. In terms of information theory the GLP
factor is considered by its proponents to represent something like the central
core of human cognition, @ person’s executive programme governing all sub-
routines and their coordination: linguistic, pragmatic etc. The fundamental
problem involved here is, of course, that it cannot be determined with any
degree of certainty what human cognition is made up of, how it functions,
what cognitive abilities are implied in langusge learning and language uss,
whether an individual's performance in different languages (eg L1 and L2 or
different L2) is governed by the same underlying cognitive factor or factors.
As interesting as Oller’s proposal of an analogy between perception and
production of langusge is, as stimulating as the idea of language production as
‘a kind of synthesis-by-analysis’ {(Oller 1878: 45) and the construct of an
expectancy grammar as a whole may be — all of these thoughts are highly
speculative and just a bit too sloppy for real life decisions to be based upon
them. Neisser, for example, after having suggested in 1867 that speech is
perceived by ‘analysis-by-synthesis’ no longer believes that this can be literally
true: The listener’s active constructions must be more open and fess specific,
so that they are rarely disconfirmed’ (Neisser 1976: 32). Cognitive operations
in language production are aven less unuerstood. Generaily speaking, human
cognition seems to be 3 much broader capatity than its language - specific :
manifestation may make us believe.

| do not say, however, that langusge proficiency doesn’t have anything to do
with cognitive abilities and processes. It certsinly does! There is hardly any
doubt that language proficiency (in L1 as weil as in L2) strongly relates to
1Q and to different aspects of academic achievement. The decisive question is
whether or not this is only one dimension of language proficiency {related to
general cognitive and academic skills) or whether or not language proficiency
is basically defined by the central core and can thus be calied ‘global’. Spolsky
in 1975 stated that the ability to operate in a language only ‘includes a good,
solid central portion’ (Jones/Spolsky 1875: 69; emphasis by H J V). In a
recently published article Cummins distinguishes between ‘a convincing
weak form and a less cowincing strong form of Oller’s arguments’ (1979:
188; cf his proposed terms ‘cognitive/academic language abiiity’ (CALP) and
‘basic interpersonal communicative skills’ (BICS}}. Cummins tries to prove
“that everybody acquires BICS in a first language and that CALP and BICS are
aiso independent of one another in L2. | find his contribution quite useful —
it is another piece of evidence against the unitary competence hypothesis (the
strong form of Oller’s claim).
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3 The dynamics of language proficiency

Speaking of language proficioncy as 8 generalised cognitive ability sounds
very much as if we were thinking of it as a fixed state or the end product of
gevelopment, if not even as a personality trait. This is especially true in its
German translation where GLP could mean *Stand der Sprachbeherrschung’.
but as much "Aligemeine Sprachfahigkeit’ closely associated (at least
connatatively) with terms like ‘Begabung’ or “Inteliiganz’ (in the sense of &
quality thas 1s either innate or, after having been acquired somehow, Is
considered to be rather stable). In this particuisy context we cannot take
seriously enough a criticism developed by the sociclogical school of the
Symbolic interactionism against the traditional trait concept and picked up
by interactional psychoiogy duting the past few years. This criticism goes like
this, that the unit of analysis in the behavioural sciences cannot be the
structure of human capabilities (the assumed stable ‘traits’) but will have to
be the interrelationship between task s tuation and persons involived. This
understanding of human behaviour goes weli togethar with what has been the
autcome so far of second language acquisition research along the lines of the
interlanguage hypothesis. According to this thenory language is acquired {ima
natural setting) or learned (through formal instruction) in terms of g creative
construction process which is more or less open-ended in the direction
towards a native speaker’s competence {target language) Proficiency then is
interpreted as @ dynamic construct, as the relative degree or jevei of
competence 3 person has reached by the time of measurement. This
compeience, though, cannot be developed ad infinitum, 8s some researchers
telieve. Much discussion has been devoted therefore to the concept of
fossilisstion uring the past years. This phenomenon, however, seems to be
dependent on so many vanables (cf Selinker/Lamandeiia 1878) that, for the
time being, we have to assume that (almost) everyone can further develop
his/her linguistic code and thus language proficiency under favourabie
circumstances - either by being trained or by finding the language system at
hand not functional any more for one’s social and personal needs {for
discussion of this pont cf Sampson 1978). On the other hand, linguistic
knowledge apparently can just as 2asily be forgotten (or '‘decompaosed’) in the
process of not wanting or not having to use it.

By and large it seems justified to consider foreign ianguage acquisition and
fanguage use as a dynamic process. Testing language proficiency means
making & cut at 3 given point in time in order to form & more or fess rough
idea of a person’s state of advancement. in view of the dynamics of language
development 11 will indeed be advisable to test proficiency not only once, but
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\wherever possible) time and again. We should use different versions of the
same measuremnent instrument as well a5 different methods altogethar (one of
the reasons being to control the effect of measurement method). In spits of
all the ststistics! probiems involved here | am quite convinced that each single
measurement will add to the information we might already have of a person's
fanguage- abitity. It is very unlikely, indeed, that a single type of test will
reflect any fuli sssessment of the facets of language command (this human
faculty which is very intricate and complex). In this respect | strongly agree
with Ingram (1978) and Farhady (1873}, and with Davies {1978), for that
matter.

Some empirical considsrations R

Despite the tact that 1 br-ve aimost run out of spacs | would now ika tc add a
few coinments on the empirical side of the problem under consideration. To
put 1t very crudely, neither ope of the two opposing hypotheses about the
structure of ianguage ability has strong empirical evideno in its favour. In our
research project ot the Max-Planck-Institut fiir Bildungsforschung in Berlin we
were able to show that the factor analytic studies done in support of the
muitidimansicnal model of language competence are by no means convincing
s to the methods used and their interpretation of the statistical 1esults. They
do not offer a clear picture at ali; one couid sey they tend to discourage
the strong version of the divisibie competence hypothesis (that each of the
four skills is based upon s separste underlying factor with fittle or na
interrelation at ail}®. Yet many questions remain apen (for exampile, as to
number and nature of tests inciuded etc.). On the whole the results cannot by
simply ignored or done away with as being irrelevant {cf Volimer/Sang
forthcoming).

Likewise the empirical evidence presented in favour of the unitary
tumpetence hypothesis, when being re-evaiuated, tumns out to be by far not
&és strong and clearcut as had been asserted by its proponents. For exampie,
in some of the factor analyses presented theie is indeed only one factor
{within the limits of a sufficient eigenvaiue) which can justly be taken as a
general factor (cf Oller 1976). In other studies, however, 3 number of

—————————

3 This is supported by Hosley and Maredith (1879) in a recent study on the structure
of the construct of English proticiency, ss measured by the TOEFL. According to
their deta the divisible competence hypothesis could be rejected. instead of adopting
the unitery competence hypothesis. howsver, they suggest 8 “hiergrchica! skiils theory’
for considerstion, which sesms to be ‘compatibis with, but not deriveble from, the
present dets’ (1979: 217}
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factors showed up (cf Oller/Hinofotis 1976; Scholz et al 1977), snd | can‘t}

quite understand why the unitary competence hypothesis should be the best
explanation fitting these results {for further details see Sang/Voilmer 1978;

Volimer/Sang forthcoming).

As to our own research results a strong first factor (being the only one worthy
of interpretation) emerged. But to-our understanding the appearance of this
factor could not be easily interpreted as an indication of the existence of a
global language proficiency in the sense of the strong form of this argument
{cf Sang/Vollmer 1978 and forthcoming).

{ am afraid 11l have to go into factcr snalysis and testing theory just a bit
more to make my point clearer. To cut things short, it is most important to
make a clear distinction between what was later labelled the ‘principal
component model’ on the one side and factor analysis in the narrower sense

on the other side (“principal factor model’). in the latter model, according to
Spearman’s theory, factors represent either that portion of the variables under

study which they have in common with other variables {so-called common
factors) or that portion which they share with no others (so-called unique
factors). In addition to a single general common factor which all tests
included in his analysis would foad high on, Spearman expected to see a
number of unique factors on each of which only one of his tests had a
substantial loading and the remaining tests a load of zero. Assuming that it is
possible to concentrate the entire common variance of the tests on the
general factor the residual correlations between the tests would then have to
go to zero. Now up to this point researchers like Oller and Spearman are in
agreement, at least in terms of their language. However their arguments begin
to diverge when it becomes a matter of solving what is known as a probiem
of commonalities, ie determining the percentage of common variance. Here
we run into 3 basic difference between the principal component model and
the principal factor model.

Simply speaking the principal component model (the method used by Otler
and by ourselves) doesn’t even allow for the appearance of unique factors
on top of the common factor expected. On the contrary, the principal
component model produces one or more factors where each of the factors
comprises common as well as unique varignce in an indistinguishable manner.
What we want, of course, is to have all the common variance concentrated
on one factor whereas the others then only carry specificity. This is exactly
what the principal factor modei has been developed for and this is why it

is superior ta the other model.

But the problem with factor analysis is toughar yet when seen from a basic
theoretical point of view. All classical forms of factor analysis inciuding the
ones mentioned so far are mostly used as sxplosrative mathods, that is to say,
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they work even without any piece of foregoing theory. All of these
statistical procedures produce factors under almost any circumstances. We
will never be able to select the meaningful factors from those that are pure
artefacts. In other words, the structural hypothesis of a unitary factor, being
the simplest under conditions given, has always quite a good chance of being
confirmed, even if it does not represent at all any adequate description of the
relationships among the several linguistic skills. Therefore we have to look for
newer types of the so<alled ‘confirmatory’ factor analysis that allow a
s1atistical comparison between theory guided structural predictions and test
results on the other hand. What we need is to expand our theoretical
knowledge to a point enabling us to make precise structural predictions which
are sound and reasonable. What we suggest in the end is the application of
alternative research strategies: drawing the attention away from factor
analysis as a seemingly convenient tool which doesn’t help very much to solve
the problems posed. Those afternative research strategies would mainly have
to focus on language processing theory. They would have to throw light on
those internal processes which determine a certain language behavior —
preferably on experimental grounds. Here of course, we touch on the -
question that many researchers are concerned with nowadays: it is the
question of construct validity of those tests commonly used as indicators of
general language competence®. We wiil never really understand what the
correfations between tests of different skills mean, what they signify, and why
some are higher than others — unless we better understand and are able to
model more precisely the cognitive potentials and task specific operations an
which performance in the various fanguagse tests depends. Only when aur

‘in this context it 1s interesting that the correistion between s Cloze test deveioped at
Southern lilinois University and meant to be & messure of overail language proficiency
on the one hand and an FSi-type oraf interview on the other hand was no highar than
60, #s reported in Jones (1977: 267; cf also Hinofotis 1880, where this correistion,
however. is not mentioned any more 8t all). This moderate correlstion with e spesking
test suggests, | think, that at least speeking proficiency cannot be adequatsly predicted
by 8 test of oversi! proficiency — or st least not a5 well pradicted a5 the other skiils.

It that 1s trua | cannot understend how anyons can conclude that the Cloze test could
repisce more complicated and more costly ESL testing procedures without substantis!
loss of information.ﬁ.ponomuy cansider it to be reaily 8 substantis! joss of informstion
1f we build our judgement of & person’s genersl ianguags proficiency on some measure
which does not adequately represent his or her speaking ability . For me i1t would not
be a valid messurs of general language sbility then,
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theoretical knowledge increases, when we have moved further ahead towards
construct validation, only then might factor analysis prove again to be useful
under certain (restrictive) conditions.

Conclusion

After this excursion into methodological perspectives let me summarise my
thoughts and then come back to the question: with all the dilemmas
indicated, why are we (stiil) interested in ‘Generai Language Proficiency’? |
think the answer to this question has several aspects to it:

Proficiency testing has a distinct social function which has to do with
‘tuture needs or control purposes’, as Davies (1977: 46) so aptly put it.
These social implications of proficiency measurement, their so-called
predictive value, can be severe for any individual involved. For this very
reason it is all the more important that we really understand what our
judgement and prediction is based upon, that the construct is as valid as are
the tests designed to assess it. If there is any doubt or any cansiderable
degree of uncertainty as to what proficiency (in theoretical terms) really is
or what proficiency tests really measure it would be irresponsible, in my
opinion, to continue to use the construct {as if it wore well defined)® or to
administer any proficiency measure (as if we were sure about its validity)
and use the test scores{ make more or less irreversible decisions. There
seems to be s certain tendency of many an sdministration to nourlish the
belief in the necessity and in the validity of proficiency testing. | would
seriously question, however, many a case in which proficiency tests are
being expinited for placement purposes or, even worse, Career decisions to be
based upon them. We should not take it for granted that proficiency testing
is done worldwide: each single situation in which such cutting decisions on
the basis of proficiency scores are said to be necessary should be questioned
and the procedures applied should be pubiicly calied for justification over
and over again. We as a society on the whole simpiy cannot afford to classify
people and divide them up (allotting educationai and professional chances of

s in & very recently published articie reviewing & number of proficiency tests used in
the United States, Disterich e1 8/ (1979) spesk of ‘the nebulous character of language
profscisncy’ (1979: 547) in their conclusion.
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different kinds) as long as the question of construct validity of the
instruments used are not clarified somewhat further. This is especiailly true
with the concept and messures of GLP? .

| do not prapose, of course, to do away with proficiency testing sltogether,
as some authors do. Proficiency measures are badly needed, for selection as
weil as for research purposes, and should therefore continue to be developed
and improved (in terms of higher validity). However, as test designers, testers
or testees slike we have to bear in mind all the limiting conditions that are
yet connected with the concept of proficiency, especiaily again when it
comes to overall proficiency. These uncertainties will have to show in the
way we are interpreting test results as well as in the carefuiness with which
we are formulating conclusions or suggest decisions.

in any case, it seems necessary to use more than one type of test (or several
sub-tests) in trying to assess so complex (and dubious) a thing as
communicative competence (or language proficiency, if you like) — if it
were only to make sure that we don’t arrive at t00 narrow a view of a
person’s foreign language abilities and that our judgements are not unsound
or made too quickly.

In addition, any proficiency measurement should not be done at a single
point in time alone but should definitely be repeated under varying
circumstances because in all probability each single measurement wili add to
our information and understanding of a person’s language ability and
language use. This is so even if we use different versions of the same ¢
measurement instrument. (The methorological problems involved here aie
left aside on purpose).

it has been argued in the past that this suggested procedure {more than one
type of test plus repeated measurement) is uneconomical in a double sense:
itis 100 expensive and too time-consuming. This objection is true, but the

answer is: we have no other choice,things being as they are. Considerations

SA somewhast different attitude is expressed by Valette (1975) when she summarises
her view an the need cf prognostic instruments (sspeciaily referring to sptitude
tatingl . ‘Within the American educationsi framework, prognostic tests have but one
legitimate use: to predict success in perticuisr cases where an agency (governmentst,
i strisi, otc.} needs to train & small number of personnal in » foreign langusge.
Under such conditions, budget constreints snd time factors demand that every sfiort
be made to find the most suitable ‘risks’, thet is, those candidates with the greatest
chance of completing the course. Under such conditions, the fact that other aqusily
suited cendidates might be exciuded due to the imperfections of the prognostic
instrument is not a matter of concarn since only a limited number of trainees are
required in the first piace’ (1975: 10f.}.
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of practicality and/or money involved should — at least for a moment — be
definitely kept apart from the question of validity (cf Stevenson, in press,
for discussion of this point).

The noticn of a GLPF and its strong form of interpretation by Oller and
others that this dimension is unitary, representing the central core (in an
absolute sense) of all that is meant by proficiency in a language (cf Cummins
1979), ssems to be very seductive indeed. Apparently, it especially attracts
the attention of administrstive minds. To the, | believe, GLP is something
like a handy label suggesting that the bothersome problems of evaluating
people as to their language ability and making predictions as to their future
behaviour and success could be soived easily now and effectively with a single
instrument (which, admittedly, might need some more refinement, as the
Cloze, for example). This is probsbly one of the main reasons why more and
more people (teachers, administrators, managers of personnei}) have become
interested in GLP and how to assess it quickly (cf the rising awareness and
demand for developing ‘a’ cloze test for English as a Foreign Language in
the Federal Republic of Germany).

This perception of GLP implies — at least in my understanding — a good
portion of wishful thinking. At the same time it has a strong affinity to the
mentality of social engineering inasmuch as personal rasponsibility for
evaluating other people, for making social judgements and decisions (ail of
them human acts than can be questioned, diScussed and can potentiaily be
revised, depending on the power structure} is hoped to be totally repiace-
able by ‘objective’ measures. it would be much essier to demonstrats (with
the heip of ‘unquestionable’ data) that certain people belong in certain
categories, that the responsibility for any social {(and socio-economic)
consequences fies on the side of the testees themselves.

Fortunately, or unfortunatsiy, things are not as clearcut (yet). The notion
of a GLP is in no way convincing so far, neither theoretically nor from an
empirical point of view. The factor analytical data presented cannot be
taken as strong evidence to support the unitary competence assumption.
As a structursl hypothesis it is much too general: a strong GLPF wiil always
show up in statistical analysis explaining more or less of the common
variance in & large number of L2 language measures. But the percentage of
varisnce explained differs from study to study and, on the whole, is not
high enough to be satisfied with (assuming, by the way, that ali the tests
included are reliable and valid). After having extracted the first factor
(interpreted as GLPF) we cannot be sure at alf that the remaining variance is
nothing but unique and error variancs. On the contrary, some factor
snalytic studies have indicated that there might be saveral common factors.
As small as this counter evidencs may be, it can definitely not be neglected.
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Therefore, our search for more than one common factor underlying language
parformance will have to go on.

Wherever ‘global language proficiency’ in terms of Oller’s strong claim is
asserted to be measured we should be very sceptical. It may even be
appropriate for some of us being test researchers to inform and back up
examinees who begin to question the validity of language proficiency
measures in general and demand explanation and justification of what they
went through, why, and how exactly judgements were found and decisions
arrived at. This may be a nightmare to many a tester and may certainly
complicate the testing business — but that’s what it is anyway: complicated
and highly explosive in its social implications.

Editor’s note: This is u evised version of a paper first presented at the First
International Language Testing Symposium, held at the Bundessprachenamt
Hurth, 28 - 31 July 1979. The proceedings have since been published in
KLEIN-BRALEY, C and STEVENSON, D K, eds. Practice and problems in
language testing, 1 (Bern and Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 1881}.
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REACTION TO THE PALMER & BACKNMAN AND
THE VOLLMER PAPERS {1)
Arthur Hughes, University of Reading

My immediate reaction to the these two papers was the strong feeling that |
needed to put tham aside and work out for myself just what was involved in
claims made about unitary competenoe and general language proficiency. |
must confess that | have not always been sure what was being claimed, with
what justification, and at times | have even wondsred whether anything very
interesting was being said at ail. This paper is an account of the thinking that
has heiped me reduce my uncertainty. It also makes suggestions for. the
improvement of research in the area. | shall make points and present
arguments as briefly as possible, allowing the discussion to provide whatever
expansion is necessary.

We say that someone is proficient at something when he can perform certain
tasks to what we regard 8s an acceptable standard.! So it is with language
proficiency, though our notion of adequacy is as likely to be norm-referenced
as it is criterion-referenced. The question arises immediately: what are the
relevant tasks for the assessment of language proficiency? The answer is that
we are at liberty to choose whatever language-based tasks we like: solving
snagrems, finding rhymes, judging the grammaticality or scceptability of
sentences, msking transiations, or even doing cloze tests. [t seems to me,
however, that certain tasks — such as reading a book with understanding,
writing a letter, or holding a conversation — are more central to our interests.
The uses of the four skills in performing more or less natural langusge
funictions is, after all, what most modem langusge teaching supposedly has as
its objective. It follows from this that the study of the performance of such
tasks is an essential part of research into language proficiency, just as it is
against such performance that proficiency tests must be validated. It is not
goad enough to administer the writing ability section of TOEFL, which once
correlated at around .7 with some writing task but which is essentiaily a test
of the grammar appropriate to formal English, and then claim that you have

measured writing ability. ;

¥ volimer worr.ss whether proficiancy is & matter of competence or parformance.
The distinction is unnecessary. Wa might use it if we thought it heipad us think mors
cimar'y sbout the matter in hand, but | belfieve that, st legst if it is the Chomskyan
distinction(s} we have in mind, it does quite the opposite.
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The ‘natural’ langusge tasks that most concern us can be classified according
to:

1 which skill or skills {of the four) are invoived
Z2  subject matter

3  style

4 regional variety

5 function

and, doubtless(G'F—"something you have thought of that ! have omitted. There
are thus in principle a great many proficiencies. We ought not to need
experiments like that of Bachman and Palmer to tell us that, even when
measures are norm-referenced, individuals do not show equal ability in each
of them. How then is the unitary competence hypothesis (UCN) to be
defended? Presumably by pointing out: —

tsy

1 The individuai will have had unequal exposure to or practice in the
different skills, styles etc. You are unlikely to speak English very well if you
have never heard it, however much you have read it. Nor will you understand
British English as well as American English when you have previously only
heard the latter. The unitary competence hypothesis must assume, then,
equal exposure and practice. (Even though proficiency tests are thought of as
looking forwards rather than backwards, if they were genuinely intended to
predict longer-term future (rather than tomorrow's) performance, they would
have to take into account previous exposure and practice {or sorre measure of
aptitude}}. Research must controi for, or at feast take into account, exposure
and practice,

2 Non-linguistic factors will inhibit performance in some tasks but not
others. These may be of two kinds: —

a emotional or cultural, like shyness or excessive respect. For the tester,
provided the inhibition is more or less permanent and not just a product
of the testing situation, inferior performance may be considered to give a
true picture of the subject’s ability. For the researcher interested in the
UCH, on the other hand, it can be argued that differences attributable to
such factors are of no significance, and must te controlled for.

b some physical defect; poor eyesight, cleft palate. Becaus : the eyes and
mouth are at the periphery of the ianguage processing system(s), they may
be dismissed as non-linguistic and irretevant to the UCH. The temptation
will be, however, to regard as irrelevant anything which results in a
difference in performance between skills; for example, differences between
visual and auditory memory which might well contribute to differences -

177

Q 178




betweer reading and listening ability. If this line is pursued far enough
{something which the competence-performance distinction encourages),
anything which language processes do not have in common will be
excluded from considerstion, and the UCH will inevitgbly be
substantiated.

if we ignora differ :nces in performance attributable to (1), (2, a}, and those
parts of (2. b) thay we think reasonable, would we expect performance in the
different skills to He eqitvaient {with norin-referencing}? Our expectations
might depend nn what “ve know about {1) language processing, and {2} such
learner variables as {a) aptitude and (b} motivation.

1 The tirst thing to say about language processing is that we know very little
aoout it (see Butterworth (1880) for recent confessions of prsycholinguists).
One can. however, indu!ge in conjecture. It would be strange, i suppose, if
there were (gt least! tour completely independent processing systems. To
the degres tha: we monitor our speech, speaking and listening processes are
oresumably related. And when one skill is firmly estabiished before the
development of another is begun, a parasitic relationship between them
seems inevitable {for example, my subject Blanca (Hughes 1879) had stilt
read no English after 6 months learning of the language through conversation
with me yet she was able 1o read immediately | presented her with a book).
At the same time psycholinguists would seem to be moving towards the
view that each prucess is rufficently different to necessitate quite separate
study. something reftected in the nature of books recentty published in the
field.

in the end, part of our understanding of the nature of language proficiency
wili be in terms of langusge processes. But the end is not near, and | agree

with Volimer that we should be sceptical of explanations that make use of
cancepts like ‘synthesis by analysts’.

2 3 Even f relatively indzpendent proceeses are involved in the four skilis,
equivalent perfc/mance in each could result from differences in language
aptitudr. Aptitude for or.e skiil might be a perfect predictor of aptitude
for the other three. Evidence (perhaps not particularly reliable) from
Pimsieur et al and Gardner and Lambert, however, would point tc this not
being the case.

Chwiousty language processes and aptitude are refated ; the aptitude we are
tatking abuut is for developing these processes. Nevertaeless, similarity of
processes and aptitude are logicallv distinct expianations of apparent
unitary competence. Oller has spoken about bot., without, as far as |
know. presenting them as slternative:. | would suggest that a full
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urviferstanding of language proficiency will be facihitated by {and may
depend on) further research into aptitude.

b Similarities and differences in performance between skills might be due
1o different degrees and types of niotivation for the possession of these

skills. Gardner and Lambert’'s (1972} work would suggest that this is a fine
of research worth pursuing, using more sophisticated measuring techniques.

I said earlier that we must get subjects to perform a variety of ‘genuine’
language tasks What | want to add now is that we should measure
performance on each task according to as many criteria as possible. It is
essential, | think, that judgements should be independent; judges A B C
would rate according to one criterion and no other. Where a single judge is
required to provide ratings according to a number of criteria, a high
correlation between them seems inevitable {eg FSI interview in Olter and
Hinofous, which results in a separate factor},

While on the subject of the conduct of experiments in this field, | want to
suggest that the subjects be of as limited a range of ability within which it is
pussibie to discriminate reliably. Too wide a range will bias the results in
favour of the UCH, obscuring interesting and important differences. It is no
surprise that when the ability range in Oller and Minofotis's (1980)
exoenment was reduced, another factor emerged.

i have talked so far about the four skiils and varieties. The other dimension of
proficiency atong which separable components have been thought to lie is the
finguistic. grammar, semantics {or vocabulary), phonology/graphalogy.
However plausible such components may seem, it must be remembered that
fevels are for the convenience of linguistic description and theory, and while
sorie correspondence with units or stages of processing seem plausibie, a
one-10-one relationship is by no means inevitable. What is more, within
linguistics there is not always agreement on the nusnber and nature of the
levels appropriate to descriptions of particuiar languages,

Even when there 1s agreement, it is clear that leveis are not discrete, that they
interact eg phonoiogy and syntax in English negative contraction. In ianguage
learning there are similar interactions, for example Rodgers’ (1969) finding
that success with which items of Russian vocabulary were learned depended
largely on rhe ease with which their phonetic shape ellowed them to be
anglicised. And the difficulties error analysts experience {or should
expertence) 1n assigning errors to levels are well known.

In the hght of what has been saig in the previous paragraph it would not be
surprising if 1t proved impossible to separate out these linguistic components
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when eviluating performance on various linguistic tasks and to astablish them
as factors underiying performance on all the tasks. But | do think it is worth
trying, provided that ‘real’ language tasks are involved and that the
suppiementary tests meant to measure control of the separate components
are ‘pure’ {I am thinking of vocabulary items in the grammar sections of the
English Language Battery {Edinburgh) and the English Placement Test
{Michigan). Judgments of performance might be supplemented by linguistic
analysis {eg types of structure used/misused in written and spoken output).

It should be clear, | think, from what has gone before, that | regard most of
the rescarch that has been done in this area as deficient in one respect of
another. Few conclusions can be safely drawn. Interesting work can be done,
but it must be more carefully controlled, using more or less homogeneous
groups performing ‘real’ language tasks (amongst others). Whatever is done,
| fear that it will be a long time before progress in the study of language
processing will be sufficient to improve significantly the quality of language
proficiency tests; and factorial studies of language performance are unlikely
to provide more than clues as to the nature of language processes. What
promises to bring more immediate benefits, at least to tests, is the continued
investigetion of the relationships holding between performance on a variety
of language tasks. Whatever the fate of the UCH, if it continues to stimulate
worthwhile research it will have done that much good.
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REACTION TO THE PALMER & BACHMAN AND
THE VOLLMER PAPERS (2)
Alan Davies, University of Edinburgh

The general versus specific {or unitary versus divisible) competence debate
is a classic of psycholc 1y and no doubt of philosophy too. It has, like ail
great disputes, traces of "he grand and unsolvable binary themes, of nature
versus nurture and realism versus nominalism and perhaps good versus evil.
My own view is that the structure of competence or skills or ability is partly
a practical issue and partly a mathematical choice. (Of course it is also a
philosophical question but in this instance that seems to me not amenable to
proof). From a practical point of view it is important whether one views
language (or any other ‘ahility’ or skill’ or ‘competence’) as a8 whole or as an
array of parts — the implications for syllabus, for testing and even for varying
learner activities are obvious, as are the criteria for judging eventual success. -
The mathematical issue may be less obvious but it is a well-known chestnut
of applied statistics, viz that in Factor Analysis ‘solutions’ there are {at least)
two ways of presenting the results, either as 8 superordinate with several
(possible) subordinates (Type A) or as a set of equal partners (Type 8). The
Principal Components method of Factor Analysis will typically produce a
Type A solution, the Rotation method a Type B. The great exponents of
Factor Analysis have indeed represented the Type A {Spearman’s general
factor, involving a hierarchy} and the Type B (Thurstone’s group factors}
solutions. But there is no way of preferring one method (ard therefore solu-
tion) to the other, short of appeal to one’s view of the universe or of
arithmetic elegance.

My position, then, on the issue of General Language Proficiency (GLP) is that
it is essentially a non-issue theoretically. At the same time the practical
implications are important.

I will now consider some of the arguments in the two papers and then

make some procedural suggestions. In both papers the authors refer to

J W Oller whose work has renewed interest in the question of {anguage test
validity {essentiaily the question of what should one test and therefore of the
structure of abilities — one or mors factors) through empirical rather than
speculative research. it must be said that the discussion over Oller’s work,
which he has fostered, has been on a slightly separate issue. Oiler's data show
that his integrative or as he says pragmatic tests eg dictation, cloze, represent
total EFL proficiency better than any other single test or indeed combination
of tests. Whether this is so or not it is not an argument for the unitary factor

-~

view since, as Olier would agree, both dictation and cloze are so intey ative
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that they contain most or all language abilities. Now, if you construct a test
that already contains everything you cannot then argue that it contains every-
thing. So, as | see it, the ‘best test’ data and argumants of QOller are not
necessarily of refevance in the GLP debaze. | will not, therefore, deal directly
with the Oller results, and turn first to Palmer and Bachman.

Here the two authors present results of a two-year study in coastruct
validation carried out by them hut monitored and encouraged by participants
at two TESOL colloquia on oral tests in 1979 and 1980. The general method
employed was that of the muititrait-multimethod model. In this case the
design ailowed for three Methods and two Traits, the methods being: inter-
view, transiation and selfratings, and the traits: communicative competence
in reading and communicative competence in speaking. Apart from the
methodological interest of the project the aim was to investigate the validity
of the construct: communicative competence in speaking. Palmer and
Bachman assembled six tests (3 methods X 2 traits) which they administered
to an N of 75 nonnative speakers at the University of filinois. The results
are presented and discussed in the light of two methods of analysis, a
correlational analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis. {Note that the
third method they mention, principal component analysis, is not used,
apparently for reasons of bias).

I o not always see eye to eye with Paimer and Bachman about the nature of
correlation. For example, they say ., ‘if a test of the trait “maghematical
ability”” and another of the trait “verbal ability”’ always gave the same

results, that is if they ordered the subjects taking the tests in exactly the same
ways, there would be no evidence that the mathematical and verbal ability
traits were actualiy distinct’. While that is true, so is the converse, there
would be no evidence that they were not distinct. Correlations are indicators
of shared variance not or equivalent identity. Again, the kind of argument
used about correlation sizes makes me uneasy. Here is a typical exampie: ‘The
effect of method is particularly noticeable in tests using translation or self-
rating methods. Of the indices, in the diagonal in the lower left-hand box the
intercorrelations between tests 3 — 5 which employ transtation and self-rating
methods (.64, .69, and .68) are ciearly higher than those between tests 1 and
2 which do not (.54 and .46)’. Apart from the lack of mention of reliability
of rs here and of any tests of significance between rs what is missing is the
recognition that eg the first two rs mentioned may represent different
segments of variance space (.842 = 41 and 892 ~ 48). Now it is difficult
enough to compare repeated rs of X on Y fince until they reach .7 they may
occupy quite different variance space, but it is even more difficult with

rs between quite different pairs. T2 say that the r of X on Y is bigger than
the r of A on B is not necessarily very instructive.
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| find in Palmer and Bachman another problem, that of distinguising clearly
between Method and Trait. (| understand that this was an issue at the second
colloguium in 1980). Paimer and Bachman select Communicative
Competence in reading as a trait and transiation as a method. But it could be
maintained that transiation is a trait and reading 3 method. Or better that
they are both combinations of method and trait. No method it seems to me
can ever be entirely free of the trait it seeks to realise. interview, like
translation, again seems to me as much trait as method. And so on. Only very
technical ‘methods’ (like multiple-choice questioning) may be trait-free and |
am not sure even about these. Next the arguments against Principal

~ Component Factor Analysis. | don‘t understand these, either that PrinComp
can be used only for variance structure and not covariance structure, or that
‘principal component analysis cannot be used to examine any kind of
structural modet in which the elements in the model are correlated . . ." Why
not? Surely most factor analysis studies deal with correlated elements,

Notice that in terms of correlations (Table 1) both for reading and speaking
it is seif-rating that is the ‘best’ method in that it shares least with the other
methods. What that argument indicates is the slight absurdity of comparing
carrelation sizes.

In spite of my animadversions it seems to me that Paimsr and Bachman do
demonstrate their hypothesis, viz that according to their analysis the two
traits, reading and speaking, differ when method is controlied.

The issues raised by Palmer and Bachman are arithmetical ones, they have to
do with differing interpretations of factor analysis, Volimer presents us with

a different kind of argument. in the first place, Volimer is deliberately offering
a critique of the GLP position. In the second place, he advances his arguments
from a theoretical standpoint. (He tells us that he has supporting data but
does not in this paper present them.) What, he asks, can GLP be a description
of? Is it about competence or about performance? is it a metaphor, a way of
talking about language ability; is it a construct (iike competence) which
enabies us to idealise language itself? (He recognises that this implies some
static nonvarying view of language ability.) Or is it an argument about
language skiils {ie performance)? {f that then * would be poss.ble to combing
in one’s view of language ability both GLP (= competence) and the divisible
view (e performance), though of course empirically we might find thav in
performance too the GLP position could be maintained.

Volimer points out that the divisible competence hypothesis has been
assumed by ‘a great number of researchers’ who have adopted this view for
want of a convincing theoretical aiternative. So while thare i: nn (or little)
experimental evidence for this view there is a lot of experience and, as
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Valimer indicates, many of our assumptions belong to this divisible
competence position. At the same time there has always been the related
assumption of ‘transfer ability’, viz thet there is the likelibood of
performance on one test being substantially correlated with perfor-

mance on gnother.

Volimer then shows how the concept of ‘overail proficiency’ has inevitably
merged into the second major hypothesis, that of a unitary competence.
Vollmer's position is that this unitary competence view, widely promoted by
eg Oller in his discussion of an ‘internaiised axpectancy grammar’ is not
justified and that it fiies in the face of substantial evidencs in favour of two
competencies (at least), those related to comprehension and production.

Voilmer characterises the central idea of GLP as a psychological construct,
identified in some way with the ‘general cognitive apparatus’ of a person. The
trouble with this view, Vollmer suggests, is that it fails to incorporate the
necessary dynamic of L2 proficiency, a dynamic which is captured by eg the
interlanguage hypothesis.

From his own empirical studies Vollmer claims that neither the unitary nor
the divisible hypothesis has strong grounds for acceptance. Vollmer points to
the differing but equivalert solutions provided by Factor Analysis and
concludes that for ail knov. 1 practical {especially selectional) situations a
GLP construct is dangerous and altogether too simple. What is needed,
Volimer suggests, is more theoretical work on construct vaildity. Which takes
us back fu!f circie to Palmer and Bachman who, it will be remembered, start
from a construct validity hypothesis and then carty out empirical research to
test that hypothesis. So far so good. -

Finally, | want to make a suggestion as to how we might approach the GLF
issue by indicating the different kinds of argument ir.volved. First, there is
the philosophical argument: this may be what is neant by construct validity
if it allows for testing. Thus the argument that GLP appiies to both L1 and
L2 seems to me interesting and estable. The argument that speaki.g and
reading in an L2 are/are not combir xd in 4 GL. is, as Palme: and Bachman
show, testable. Second there i} the competence-perfor meance argumont. dince
this is sither a philosophica! or s practical issue {ie v/e are testing one or the
other) this merges into one of the other arguments. Third, there is the
practical argument which is wei! considered by Volimer and which says in
view of our fack of clarity it is best ta gather as much evidence as possible
from a wide variety of tests; this has specigl force in diagnostic testing.
Fourth, there is thé factor ansiysis argument, though this does seem to
produce contlicting results. Important arguments that are not much discussed
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are those dealing with language variation (Vollmer mentions this through time
— his dynamic — but what of inter-speaker varistion: whose GLP are we
talking about?), with predictive validity and with the ‘one best test’ idea,
integrative, communicative or pragmatic.
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REPORY OF THE DISCUSSION ON GENERAL LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY
J Charles Alderson, University of Lancaster

Preamble

The debate about the unitary competence hypothesis revolves around the
issue: is there one underlying proficiency in a second language, or are there
several proficiencies, which are separately measurable and teachable? Is
Reading separate from Writing or Listening? Is knowledge of vocabulary
distinct and separabie from knowledge of grammar? If there are no
differences between these knowledges’ or ‘skills’ (or at least demonstrable
differences), the practical conssquences are quite considerable, namely that
one only needs to measure ‘proficiency’, and the test used is relatively
unimportant. The pedagogic consequence seems to be that one need not
worry about teaching, say, writing and speaking explicitly, since teaching
reading alone will affect general language proficiency and, ‘automatica.ly’,
writing will improve. Of course, the existence of a general language
proficiency factor could aiso be used to justify the opposite of concentrating
on teaching reading in order to improve reading ability: in order to improve
reading it might be argued, one can validly teach the writing, speaking and
listening skills at the same time, since they al! relate to General L.anguage
Proficiency.

It was apparent during the discussion of this topic that there was a problem
of tevel of abstraction or generalisation in the identification or acceptance of
the existence of one general language proficiency factor: since all humans
have language, in one sense at least there can only be one general language
proficiency factor underiying Language. General Language Proficiency (GLP)
from such a perspective is what language is. The more interesting discussion
starts when one looks at less abstract evels: at such levels it is self-evident
that people have different skills: some people can speak and understand when
spoken to, but cannot write or read acceptable English. Other people have
merely a reading knowiedge of & language, and are unable to write it, speak

it or understand the spoken form of it. However, these differences wouid be
more apparent than real if there is a common underlying competunce.

When someone is proficient, we mean that s/he can perform s task, any task,
to a required level (the criterion). If an individual is given several tasks to
perform and he performs them differently, does this mean that he has
ditfering abilities (proficiencies)? Would one, in any case, expect
performances in the different skilf areas of s second language to be
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equivalent? it was suggested in the debate that given the vast variety of
sociolinguistic settings in which ig is possible to perform in a second fanguage,
one would surely anticipate a variety of different proficiencies underlying
performances on various tasks. Common sense suggests that we do not nesd
empirical research of the Bachman and Palmer or Oller kind to prove the
obvious. Curiously, however, research results, particularly those based on
prncipal component and factor analyses do not always show the different
proficiencies one expects.

One view was that the reason for this might be the method of analysis: the
statistical method one chooses conditions the results one gets. Principal
Component Analysis is intended to simplify data, to reduce it to one best
solution if possible, and is therefore likely to resuit in one factor emerging
trom the intercorrelations of, for exampie, a battery of apparently different
language tests. Maximum likelihood factor analysis on the other hand, looks
for as many factors underlying the data as possible, and tests emerging factors
for significant contributions to variance. That the number of factors one
discovers may be an artefact of one’s statistical model is suggested also by a
study by Oller and Hinofotis (1880). A given set of data was analysed
sccording to the principal component method, and one factor was revealed.
When the data was factor anaiysed using @ Varimax rotation procedure, two
tactors emerged, one relating to FSI interviews, and the other to cloze and
multipie choice test performance. In order to disprove the Generai Language
Praficiency hypothesis, clearly the method of analysis one selects should not
be the one which favours the hypothesis. It was generally agreed that in
research of this kind one should always use maximum likelihood factor
analysis.

It was suggested that another reason for the failure of several factors (o
emerge from the data may be the lack of homogeneity of the groups studied.
Studies have suggested that when a relatively homogeneous subgroup of a
population is studied, more factors emerge than when one looks at the
heterogeneous population. It was not, however, entirely ciear in the
discussion why this should be. The claim is that to allow interesting
differences among individuals to emerge, one needs to study a relatively
homogeneous group, ie to aliow the maximum possibility for several factors
in 1anguage proficiency. But this does not seem to be reconcitable with the
consideration of differences in performance: if the sample studied included
people with deformities, for example, or gross differences in length of
exposure to the second language, that would increase the likelihood of more
than one factor emerging. Thus increased heterogeneity should lead to &
multi-factor solution. Should one exclude from one's sample such extreme
differences in performance? If so, when do differences in performance cease
1o be ‘extreme’? When the resuits they yield prove our hypothesis? This, it
was feit, was unsatisfactory.
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The argument that heterogenous groups lead to a (false) unifactorial solution
was lustrated with an example. Assume that Tom, Dick and Harry form a
heterogeneous group with respect to language proficiency, such that Tom

is much better than Dick, who in turn is much better than Harry. if one
attempted to see whether these are separate abilities in, say, writing and
listening, with such & group, one would find that Tom was better than Dick in
both writing and listening, and Dick was better than Harry in both abilities
also. Thus only one factor could emerge from such a group, given the
constant rank order of subjects. Yet interesting differences might exist
between Tom's writing and listening abilities, and simpjy be obscured. The
important question, is: if we are interested in differences within one
individual, why do we group individuals together at ali? Doing so is quite
hikely to obscure differences, unless the differences within individugls are the
same for all or most individuals (which may not be likely). To put the
argument graphically, it might be found from test data that individual T. has
a profile of various abilities (test scores) that looks like:

Whereas indiviaual H. has a profile that {ooks ike:

That 1s, both appear to have interesting differences in abilities. However, if
one groufrs the scores, the result is:

One might argue that one wants data from groups rather than individuals for
reasons of realiability. One might also be interested in comparability: Harry's
writing may be worse than his listening and that is true for everybody eise
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also, which is an interesting fact. Similarly, of course, it is also interesting if
Harry's writing 15 worss than his listening and such is not the case for
anybody else.

Considerable discussion took place over the reasons for the interest in General
Language Proficiency. Why is one at all interested in differences between
writing and listening? What does one want to know? Do we want to know if
different individuals merely find writing more difficult than listening? Or do
we want to know whether there is a relationship between writing and
listening? If there is a relationship, what are the consequences? Does the fact
that one can perhaps predict listening ability from writing ability helpus to
produce better tests? Does it help us to understand language proficiency
better? It was suggested that there are obvious teaching implications of such
relationships, of the existence of one general language proficiency factor, or
of several closely related proficiencies. There are glso practical consequences
for language testing of the existence of such relationships, or, indeed, of the
existence of only one language proficiency. If there is only one general
language proficiency, it may be argued that any language test that taps this
praficiency will suffice. This, essentially, is the ‘one best test’ argument, put
forward in relation to integrative test like cloze test and dictation fests. The
argument is that there is such a high correlation between, say, a cloze test
and a variety of other types of tests that for all practical purposes it does
not matter whether one uses a variety of other tests, or the cloze test alone.
The question raised was whether testers (and, more cruciatly, testees and
teachers) are happy to test just ane ‘skill’ knowing that it will tap the one
general language proficiency factor to the same extent and with the same
efficiency as any other test? Are we content t0 ignore writing and speaking
in our tests (because they are difficult to test or impractical} since we know’
we will measure the ability underlying Writing and Speaking with more
practicable tests of listening and reading? It is commonly argued in favour of
indirect’ measurement of writing in, for example, the TOEFL that such
measures correlate highly with more direct measures.

It was generally agreed that the only reasonable view to take on the ‘One
Best Test’ argument must be that of Vollmer, namely that, regardiess of the
correlations, and quite apart from any consideration of the fack of face
validity of the One Best Test, we must give testees a fair chance hy giving
them a variety of language tests, simpiy because one might be wrong: there
might be no Best Test, or it might not be the one we chosa to give, or there
might not be one general language proficiency factor, there may be several,
The one Best Test argument derives from the Unitary Competence Hypo-
thesis, (since if competence is unitary, any test will measure it). It may be
that the Unitary Competence hypothesis is t00 simple. The fact is that it
is too dangerous at a practical level because it implies that it does not matter
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which test one uses, and that is unacceptable when decisions are being taken,
on the basis of test data, which atfect people’s lives. There may be arguments
tor using a smaller number or a narrower range ot language tests when it is
not important that our measurements be accurate. In other words, our
purpose in testing, and th#'consequences of making wrong decisions about
people, will affect what testing we do, and how many tests we give,
regardiess of the posited existence of one general language proficiency factor.
A related issue, already raised in the discussion of communicative language
testing in connection with extrapolation, was also mentioned at this point. if
one needs to predict how well someone will perform in a seminar discussion,
does one have to measure that performance? If a cloze test will predict the
performance, should we not be content with the cloze test? The problem
with such an argument, apart from the ethical arguments already mentioned,
is that i1t presupposes th.it we can actuaily measure seminar performance. This
is precisely what comm nicative language testing attempts to dg but so far
there has been littie convincing success.

A doubt was xpressed as to whether it is possibli to say anything meaningful
about the existence of one general language proficiency factor until we have
investigated specific competences It was claimed that in the UK typically we
do not attempt to test general {anguage proficiency by producing general
language tests, but that there is a tradition of testing for specific purposes,
and in particular for academic study purposes. The theoretical notion behind
ESP testing is that there is no General Language Proficiency. There would
appear to be a conflict between the proponents of the Unitary Competence
Hypothesis and ESP testers, who wouid argue that one must identify the real,
sociologically defined activities and skills, and measure them, Presumably,
however, it is possible to investigate GLP without prior investigation of
specific competences, at feast in the sense of an ESP test, and that would be
by looking at what people can do in the most context-free situation. R A
Keliy, for example in his tests for the Department of Education

tn Canberra, Aust:alia, has attempted to limit content snd context by taking
real texts and substituting the lexical items with other lexical items and
nonsense words, in an attempt to get at a general language proficiency. One's
view of whether 1t is necessary to go to such lengths depends in part upon
whether one believes that ¢ ..text determines meaning {a strong hypothesis
which woulid iead one to reject work like Kelly’s) or whether context merely
conditions meaning {the weak hypothesis). One may wonder also whether
it is possibls to remove contex from text, if one includes within co text
the knowledge and experience t1:at the testee/reader/intsriocutor bri *48 10
the text or communication. The search for non-specialised texts for Reading
Comprehension tests {texts comprehensibie to the educated lay person, for
example} looks like an attempt to find neutral content. However, does not
this very search presuppose the e “ence of a general language proficiency
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factor? We choose ‘neutral’ content for our general tests in order not to bias
the test in favour of one type of knowledge or experience, yet we predict
from performance on such a iest to performance within a specific context —
assuming thereby that there m e a general language factor undei'lying
both performances. If it is una able to assume that there is a general
language proficiency factor, then ... we not driven to ESP-type tests? Of
course the reverse argument also holds: that if there is a general language
proficiency factor, then text content does not matter, and one can predict
from performance on one text to perfuimance on any other text. If this is
an unreasonable inference from the Unitary Competence Hypothesis, then
presumably the hypothesis would appear to be untenable. It was not clear
whether the alternative to the UCHY meant positing the existence of different
proficiencies or abilities for different types =f texts, or one xoﬁciency for
familiar texts, and another one for unfamiliar texts, or one for general texts
and one for specific texts. In addition, the relationship was unclear between
the notion of a ‘core language’ — basic structures, key vocabulary, and so on
— and the Unitary Competence Hypothesis. It was felt that the Unitary
Competence Hypothesis necessarily required that there be a core fanguage in
which to be proficient.

A question was raised of the implications for test profiles, of the sort done by
ELTS. of the existence of a generai language proficiency factor, If there were
only one general language proficiency, then profiles across different tests
would not be necessary, or, conceivably, poss.ble. 1t was not clear to what
extent a general language proficiency factor would allow for differences in
profiles, that is differences among individuals across a series of tests,
regardless of the differing test difficulties.

It was agreed that if there were one general lariguage proficiency across
languages there would be important educational consequences. For example,
it may be true that one’s reading ability in a second language is affected

(or determined) by one’s reading ability in the first language — certainly the
general ianguage proficiency theory would suggest this. There would appear
to be value in research which examined the relationship between reading
abilitias in the first and second languages, and, if possible, related that to
levels of proficiency in the second language. The results of Alderson, Bastien
and Madrazo (1977), Clark (1979) and Alderson (1880) would suggest that
it is not impossible to investigate the Unifary Competence Hypothesis scross
languages, by hypothesising the existence of two factors, one in the first
Janguage and one in the second. '

General agreement was reached that research was needed into a number of
areas related to but not necessarily derived from the UCH. Research into the
relationship between abilities in first and second language would, as suggested,
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be of practical interest. There is a need to develop tests of criterion behaviours
and then to relate a series of relativsly indirect tests to those criteria to
determine their best preciictors and the interrelationships among tests. Such
information should not only help us to understand better the neture of
language proficiency, and language performance, but also enable us to

- improve our language tests, and possibly facilitate the understanding of
general principles to make tests more efficient. The method of such research
would be to assemble a battery of potential predictors — all selected or
constructed according to a theory of ianguage processing and production — to
relate them to each other and to create and develop a data bank of test
relations and performances. Clearly, it would be as important to know which
tests were unrelated to others, or which were unsuccessful predictors, as it
would be to know which tests were related or predictive.

Similarly itis necessary to research the relationships between performance

on a test with one type of subject content, and that on a similar test with
different subject content. Such research would throw light on the relationship
between general language proficiency and specific language proficiencies, and
between general language tests and ESP-type tests. A suitable vehicle for such
research might be the new EL TS tests, with similar reading tests in the six
areas ¢f Physical, Medical, Life and Social Sciences, Technology and General
Academic Studies.

The importance of the Unitary Cempetence Hypothesis was felt to be at least
as much its capacity to generate controversy and research as its inherent
.truth, or lack of it.

183

e 194




BIBLIOGRAPHY

ALDERSON, J C \

L,y Reading: A Reading Problem or a Language Problem?
Paper presented at TESOL Conference, San Francisco, USA, 1980.

ALDERSON, J C BASTIEN, S and MADRAZO, AM
A comparison of Reading Comprehension in English and Spanish.
Research and Development Unit Report Number 9, UID, CELE, UNAM,
Mexico: mimeo. (1977). '

CLARKE, M
Reading in Spanish and English: Evidence from adult ESL students.
Language Learning, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp 121-150. (1979).

DAVIES, A
Language Testing: Survey Article. \inguistics and Language Teaching
Abstracts, Vol. 11, nos. 3/4, 1978.

DAVIES, A MOLLER, A and ADAMSON, D
The English Proficiency of Foreign Students in Higher Education
(Non-University) in Scotland. A report to the Scottish Educatio
Department, Edinburgh.

EGGLESTON, J F, GALTON, M and JONES.M E
Science teaching observation schedule. (Science Council research
Studies) Macmillan Education, 1975.

KELLY,R )
On the construct validation of comprehension tests: an exercise in
applied linguistics. (PhD) University of Queensland, 1978.

MURPHY, D F and CANDLIN,CN
Engineering Lecture Discourse and Listening Comprehension. Practical
Papers in English Language Educaiion, Vol. 2, pp. 1.79. (1979},

OLLER, JW, Jr and HINOFOTIS, F B
Two mutually exclusive hypotheses about second language ability:
indivisible or partially divisible competence. In: OLLER, JW, Jr
and PERKINS, K. Research in language testing. Rowley, Mass.:
Newbury House, 1980.

194



ISSUE OR NOAN-ISSUE:
GENERAL 1LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY REVISITED
Helmut J Vallmer, University of Osnabrick

ne time when | wrote my paper ‘Why are we interested in ‘General

13uage Proficiency’?’ to be presented at an International Language Testing
Symposium in Germany, | intended to clarify some of the basic claims and
questions associated with that concept. | knew that Bernard Spolsky was
going to take part in that symposium having been invited as the main guest
speaker. | considered Spolsky to be one of the major proponents of that
concept and was all the more surprised to find out that he was not any more,
but was rather critical of the testing business altogether (cf Spoisky 1981).

In the meantime much discussion has been goiny on internationally and,
equally important, substantial research results have been presented ever since.
In addition, the methodological aspects of the issue have been elaborated
upon and new theoretical advances have been proposed with the effect that
no firm answer seems to be possible to the question ‘Is there really only one
single factor of language ability?’ in the near future. | would not go as far as
to assert that the issue of General Language Proficiency (GLP) ‘is essentially
a non-issue theoretically’ (Davies,this volume), but it certainly has changed its
quality and forcefulness as a research question: the discussion has led away
from the macrcdevel of mathematical data reduction procedures to a
psychologicaily more informed and better motivated information-processing
view nf language performance and to the intensive analysis of tasks and
individual differences on a micro-level of behaviour.

In order to illustrate somewhat further what | mean by these general remarks
| have divided my response into three sections:

1 Empirical findings
2 Methodological and theoretical advances
3 Final remarks,

Empirical findings

Much progress has been made during the past two or three years in proving
that the structure of foreign language ability is not likely to be one-
dimensional. As far as | can see no one seriously claims the Unitary
Competence Hypothesis (UCH) to hold true empirically any more. On the
contrary, even John Oller at a Testing Symposium held last summar (1980)
at the University of New Mexico in Albuguerque, publicly admitted that he
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might have gone too far in postulating only one unitary, indivisible
underlying ability all the different language activities a learner can engage in.
It will be interesting to find out how far Oller has come to a substantial
revi.ion of his position in a new book edited by him on issues in Language
Testing Research to which the present author also has contributed (cf
Vollmer/Sang forthcoming).

in my own research (done join:ly with F Sang at the Max-Planck-Institut fur
Bildungsforschung in Berlin) | tried to demonstrate that the empirical
evidence presented in a great number of studies does not really enable one to
decide in favour of one or the oth>r theoreticai positions. On the basis of an
extensive analysis and re-analysis of all the relevant factor analytic studies up
to 1979 (including Gardner/l_ambert 1965, Lofgren 1969, Caroll 1975, Oller
1976, Steltmann 1978, Sang/Vollmer 1978, Hosley/Meredith 1979, Oller/
Hinofotis 198C, Scholz et al. 1980 among others) it was shown in particular
that the strong versiuns of both hypotheses {unitary versus divisible
competence) can hardly be justified and would clearly have to be rejected on
the basis of the data available. It should be -emembered here that according
to the multidimensional model of foreign language ability several independent
fa~tors were expected, one for each single cell in the component-by-skill-
matrix. The strong version of the UCH on the other hand asserted that only
one GLP factor should appear, explaining the whole amount of common
variance among all sorts of language performances. There seems to be no
substantial support for either one of these two extremes (ct Volimer 1980;
Volimer/Sang forthcoming).

It cannot be denied, however, that in a number of studies — either in its
original form or even after the reanalysis — only one single strong factor
remained (cf. Oller 1976, Sang/Vollmer 1978, Steltmarn 1978, or as it were,
Carroll 1975) explaining anything between 76% and 55% of the common
variance. In all of these cases the appearance of a strong first factor could not
be easily interpreted in terms of the UCH but was rather to be labelled as a
‘pseudo-general factor’ for several reasons. The number and range of variables
investigated was lacking in all of the studies mentioned. In other words,
important aspects of language behaviour (above all: the productive side of
handling a language) were not included for consideration at all (or not
sufficiently, at least), Moreover, the relatively small number of variables,
highly correlated with each other, also meant that there was hardly any
chance in factor analysis to divide those variables up in more or less
homogeneous groups indicating dimensions of language proficiency. The
probability for a one-factor solution was rather high from the very beginning,
without proving very much about the structure of the variables under
investigation as it is (or might be) in reality. We would only consider it to be a
clear piece of evidence for the assumption of one-dimensionability, therefore,

":r\y‘;
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when a one-factor-solution showed up even if a large number and a broad
variety of tests were included in the analysis. Yet in a case like this the
probability of the appearance of mcre than one factor will rise again:
whenever twelve or even more language variables were included {Carroll 1958,
Pimsleur et al. 1962, Gardner/ Lambert 1965, Lofgren 1969, Bonheim/
Kreifelts et al. 1979, Scholz et al. 1980) statistical analysis led to at least
three different factors; but again, none of these structures found can be
interpreted materially in terms of the strong form of the divisible competence
hypothesis,

In order to arrive at a sound judgement on the dimensionality of language
ability, one would have to include a variety of tests to measure productive
performances, namely to assess writing and speaking skills on a somewhat dis-
coursal and communicative level. As a guideline, one should perhaps measure
the four integrated skills by at least three different nethods/instruments each
{combining various approaches and formats). In addition, we will have to take
the necessary precautions to ensure that our samples are more or less
homogeneous as to the range of previous experience and exposure, becavse
heterogeneity of a population might very well lead to the appearance of an
artificially strong first factor (without having a substantial meaning in terms
of a structural hypothesis). In this connection it is also very important to
make comparative studies between second language acquisition in a natural
versus formal setting. It might be especially interesting here and worthwhile
to find out how far the distinction between ‘creative competence’ and
‘reproductive compewence’ (Felix 1977) seems to hold empirically.

As to our own (deficient) d :ta (cf. Sang/Volimer 1978, 1980) | (nevertheless)
undertook a follow-up study trying to test alternative cxplanations for the
appearance of such unexpectedly high inter-correlations hetween our six
variables (Pronunciation, Spelling, Vocabulary, Grammar, Reading and
Listening Comprehension). The rationale behind this procedure was finding
out whethar or not the correlations could have been ‘produced’ at least in
Part or even substantially by the influence of a third, intervening variable like
motivation of the learner. Four groups of variables were investigated in rela-
tion to the proficiency measures:

school setting, curriculum, teaching methods

(complex versus simple skill approach)

aspects of learner motivation (including achievement motivation and
attitude towards school, preference of subjects and interest in learning
the foreign language) “

intelligence

achievement in the first language (German as mother tongue).
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The results of this study cannot be reported here in any detail: the main
findings, however, may be mentioned (cf. Volimer 1980):

a The first three groups of variables hardly show any effect on the correla-
tions between the language tests: neither is the amount of common
variance explained by the first factor reduced in any significant way nor is
the ¢-ctorial structure itself affected at all.

b As soon as the influence of the first language (measured by an array of 11
different tests including knowledge of words and grammatical forms as
well as discourse analysis) on the performance in the second language was
controlled statistically, the average correlation between any two subtests
in L2 went down from .45 to .28. At some time two factors emerged
instead of one: the first one being interpratable as a dimension of complex
skills in understanding (38.8%), the other one being associated with simple
and basic knowledge in L2 and especially with *Pronunciation’ (16.9%).
These results basically indicate that the linguistic and cognitive ability or
abilities already built up in acquiring German as L1 heavily influence (but
do not determinel) the learning of L2, namely the proficiency profile in
English as a foreign language. Once the influence of L1 is controlied for,
we are left with two factors to be interpreted as specific competencies
having genuinely to do with L2. And these competencies seem to be more
or less independent of one another (on the basis of a varimax votated
factor solution). A General Language Proficiency across L1 and L2 does
not seem %0 exist.

Neither the quality of the tests used nor the data itself allow any stronger
argument to develop at the moment. To be more expiicit: The test results of
L1 and of L2 have yet to be factor-analysed together. In addition, the two
factors gained should not be mistaken as psychologic@lly real abilities, but
should be taken ar a convenience, as handy constructs so far. What | simply
wanted to demonstrate is the direction in which future research might
advance. In this regard, | strongly agree with what was said in the Symposium
discussion.

In view of all the empirical data we have so far, | have come to the conclusion
that in all probability there is no such thing as a ‘Unitary Competence’ across
languages. It also does not make sense to postulate the existenee of two sepa-
rate factors in the human mind, one GLP factor in the first language and one

in the second. At least for the second language the UCH can har-ly be upheld
in the light of all the counter-evidence mentioned earlier.

Conseguently, it might be worthwhile to consider other versions of unidimen-
sional and multidimensional models which are less strong, which would have
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the advantage of being more plausible (at least from the data side) and thus
being more acceptable (even as competing hypotheses). '

The development of weaker forms of theoretical assumptions (as introduced
by Cummins {(1979), for example, in the case of Oller's UCH) seems promis.
ing and heipful in the attempt to give our research efforts a more productive
focus. '

It will also be necessary in the future to test another alternative: hierarchical
models of foreign language abilities. These models might possibly offer a
better explanation for the different sets of data given and might describe the
structure of foreign language competence more adequately.

-

Methodological and theoretical advances

it might very well be that one of the greatest shortcomings in the analysis of
linguistic and communicative competence is to be seen in the inappropriate-
ness of the procedures applied in finding out about its structure. Too much
concentration on factor analytic models is a case in point here. Only recently
Upshur and Homburg (forthcoming) have demonstrated quite convincingly
that the UCH is but one possible causal model among others and that this
one-factor model is not at all the best fi* to the data they investigated. In
particular, they show how the choice of method is determined by the under-
lying theoretical mcdel which is assumed to hold true.

in our own work (cf. Sang/Vol'mer 1980; Volimer/Sang forthcoming) we
have been able to prove that the principal compconent data reduction proce-
dures ‘produce’ quite different structural resuits than wouid be the case in
aiming at principal factor solutions. This difference in method can lead to
strikingly divergent interpretations of one and the same set of data as exem-
plified by the reanalysis of Oller/Hinofotis (1980) or Scholz et al. (1880):

in each particular case it meant interpreting the data alternatively either
for or agsinst the UCH, depending on the analytical producedure chosen and
the number of factors generated thereby. | therefore cannot agree with Davies,
who considers this choice to b2 merely a matter of ‘arithmetic elegance’.

It definitely is not — at least not in the way it is sometimes handled in the
literature.

But again this argument must not be exploited too far. Both types of factor
analysis are generally used in a purely exploratory way and thus are good
only for helping to generate hypotheses, but .ot for testing them. Accord-
ingly, there have been two main objections as to the use of factor analysis:
first, it produces a structure under almost any circumstances; secondly, it
does not offer any criteris for determining wheth. - the structure found is
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only a chance product or indeed a replicable representation of the domain
under investigation. It is not at all clear, therefore, what the factors thus
produced really mean, with no theory backing up any kind of interpretation.
The only chance of reducing the risk that any factorial structure found is
(mis)interpreted too quickly as a refiection of reality is to describe a
structural hypothesis as detailed as possible bafore the analysis is begun.
This chance, of course, is further narrowed down when only one factur is
expected. But, independent of this expectation, the chosen type of method
tends to maximise the variance among different language performances on
the first factor anyway (this being true for the principal component as well as
for the principal factor analysis). This is why the possibility of method-
induced artefactual results cannot be ruled out in the case of a single-factor
solution just as much as in the case of multiple-factor solution within classicsl
tactor analysis. in other words, the assumption of some sort uf GLP factor
being the simplest model under conditions given has always a fairly good
chance of being verified — even if the model may not be an adequate
representation of the relationship between the variables involved. These
objections, however, do not hold good any more in the light of newer forms
of the so<called ‘confirmatory’ factor analysis (used by Palmer/Bachman)
which allow a statistical comparison between the predicted model and the
results actually achieved. The same is true for path analysis as it is advocated
by Upshur/Homburg (forthcoming).

Possibly we have been too much preoccupied with the asssumption of factorial
casuality, with the interpretation of factors as underlying abilities or ‘latent
traits’ within an individual. This interpretation has been seriously questioned.
Consequently, a critical reassessment of classical test theory as well as psycho-
metric theory is under way. We are having to ask ourselves what our tests
really measure.

In order to understand better this cnange of focus (or charge of paradigm, as
it were), it might help to took beyond the narrow borderlines of the language
testing business. As early as 1877, R J Sternberg presented his componential
approach to human intelligence. Sternberg elaborates on the savere intringic
limitations and even misuses of factor analysis being the main tool within a
differential approach to the human mind. He reminds us of an important dis-
tinction between two types of theory, the psychological theory and the
mathematical one. ‘The psychoiogical theory states how the mind functions.
The mathematical theory states the way a set of empirical data should look’
(Sternberg 1977: 29%.). As to the limitations of factor anslysis they are sum-
marised as follows:

‘First, the machinery of factor analysis rather than the investigator formu-
lates and thus has control over the mathemztical theory, resuiting in a
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reduced ability of the investigator to perform theory-comparison operas-
tions. Second, solutions are indeterminate because of the infinite number .
of possible axis rotations. Third, factor analysis is done over items, and
hence cannot be used as a means for discovering or explicating the pro-
cesses that are used in solving individual items. Fourth, intelligence and
abilities exist within the individual, but factor analysis is between indi-
viduals (except in rare cases)’

(Sternberg 1977:36).

Sternberg continues by znalysing the information-processing approach in its
advantages and limitations on \he other hand, He finds that it suffers from
none of the intrinsic limitations of the factor-analytic method. Yet none of
the three me*hodologies icomputer simulation, subtraction mathod, additive-
factor method) within the information-processing approach seems to ‘(1) pro-
vide a means for studying systematically correlazes of individual differences in
performance; (2) provide a common language across tasks and investigators;
or (3) prevent overvaluation of task-specific components’ (Sternberg 1977:
63).

The author therefore wants to synthesise an approach ‘that would capitalise
upon the strength of each aoproach, and thereby share the weaknesses of
neither’ (1977: 65). In his componential analysis of human intelligence the
func'amental unit is the component.

‘A component is an elementary information process that operates upon
internal representations of objects or symbols . . . The component may
translate a sensory input into a conceptual representation, transform one
conceptual representation into another, or transiate & conceptual represen-
tatfon into 8 motor output. Component:al Analysis is therefore akin to
information-processing analysis in that its elementary unit is a process
rather than a construct resenting a static source of individual
differences’ (Sternberg 1977N\85).

‘latent traits’, but rather as mathemati-
ities’ defined as ‘constellations of com-
ponents that in combination formy stable patterns of individual differences
across tasks’ (Sternberg 1977: 78J. In this theoretical and methodological
context a genersl component would be one which is ‘mandatory in all tasks
of 8 specified kind’, whereas a group component is optional. ‘It is used in
only a subset (or group) of the tasks being considered’ (1977 318).

Factors than cannot be interpreved
cal representations of ‘raference a

The implications of this componential approsch for th; study of foreign
language proficiency/ability have only just begun to be investigated. In this
situation we can only hope to progress somewhat further by combined
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theoretical sfforts: What does it mean to know a language and to act in it
from an information-processing point of view? What are the cognitive pro-
cesses in understanding and producing meaningful utterances? For only when
we develop a clearer picture of the individual strategies, proces. 2s, operations
etc. as well as of the task specific demands that are involved i1, foreign
language learring and testing shall we be able to devise valid foreign language
tests in the future.

Personally, | have been working on a componential model of foreign language
ability during recent weeks. In comparing comprehension with production
processes | am trying to show that their structural-procedural equality does
not scem to be justified. Although the results of psycholinguistic research to
date indeed suggest that the encoding and the decoding system in the human
mind have much in common, production and comprehension as macro-activi-
ties can probably not be seen as mirror imagus. Attempts have been made to
scc-unt for their unique characteristics by postulating specific as well as
general underlyin nrocesses. As to the former, the role of infereacing as
opposed to plannir. procedures is & case in point here, Generally speaking,
the differences between knowing how to analyse input and knowing liow to
construct output apparently outweigh the correspondences between these
two acts of discourse (for more details cf. my paper presented at the Lund
AILA Congress, Vollmer 1981).

Final remarks

In my opinion, the concept of GLP, as defined by Oller, for example, has
iargely served its purpose. It has stimulated controversial debate and a lot of
research activities and thereby provoked international communication of
some width. Yet within the narrower boundarief of the problem as it was
originally posed many an argument and some flard data have been put for-
ward against the assumption of only one internal general factor of language
proficiency. | cannot finish, therefore, without contradicting Davies in what
he labelled the ‘philosophical question’ behind the GLP controversy: to him
this question (general versus specific or unitary versus divisible competence)
does not seem ‘amenable to proof’; to me it does: the {UCH can more or iess
be rejected on theoretical as well as empirical grounds (though more evidenca
is needed to strengthen the proof). .
At the same time, the rejection of the UCH does not necessarily mean
support for the multidimensional model of language ability in its strong form
and traditional definition. As | iried to indicste above, the whole problem of
(toreign) language proficiency (and of GLP, consequently) will have to be re-
defined in theoretical and methodologiczi terms. This is not to say, of course,
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that we do not need our philosophical strength and intuitive virtues any
more. On the rontrary, these should be applied to more promising issues on
a less abstract level of investigation, eg what goes on in the learner solving 3
specific task, interacting with others in varying socio-linquistic contexts, try
ing to understand a specified topic, item, or text, reacting to it, organising
his/her cwn thoughts and expressing these more or less adequately etc. It
could very well be that in all these activities a number of processe; are at
work that are ‘general’ and ‘ditferential’ at the same time in the sense that in
combination they form more or less stable patterns of individual differences
across tasks and over time. Other processes may be more task-specific. A
single component may enter into many different constellations of *» ks and
individual solutions thereof. :

This Componential view of languace proficiency needs to be elaborated upon
before we can berter judge its value. Certainly it is not the only view possibie.
A totally different approach to defining and measuring foreign language pro-
ficiency, namely functional testing (with its highily contextualised items,
areas, and levels of performance and its notion of specific competencies for
specific purposes) should likewise be followed through — for practical reasons
just as much as for theoretical considerations. Both lines of development
seem to be equally necessary.

” 4 203

o




9

BIBLIOGRAPHY

CUMMINS, J
Cogr.itive/scademic lsnguaspe proficiency, linguistic interdependence, the
optimum age Guestion and some other mytters. Working Papers on Bilin-
qualism 18, 1979, 197 — 205,

OLLER, J W (ed)’ |
Issues in language testing resserch. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House {forth-
coming).

OLLER, J W and HINOFQTIS, F B
Two mutusily exclusive hypotheses about second language ability: factor
snalytic studies of a variety of language tasts. In: Oller, JWand
Perkins, K (eds.): Research in language testing. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury
House 1980, 13 —23 -

SANG, F and VOLLMER, H J
Allgemeine Sprachfshigkeit und Fremdsprachenerwerb. Zur Struktur von
Leistungsdimensionen urz linguistischer Kompeenz des Fremdsprachen-
-Jerners. Berlin: Max-Plandk-Institut fur Bildungsforschung 1978.

SANG, F end VOLLMER, H J
Modelle linguistischer Kompetsnz und ihre empirische Fundierung. In:
Grotjahn, R and Hopkins, E (eds.): Empirical research on language
teaching and langusge acquisition. Bochum: Br@gkmeyer 1980, 1 — B4
(Quantitative Linguistics vol. 8).

SCHOLZ, G et al
Is language ability divisible or unitary? A factor analysis of twenty-two
English proficiency tests. In: Oller, J W and Perkins, K {(eds.): Research in
language testing. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House 1980, 24 — 33.

SPOLSKY, B
Some ethical questions about |angusge testing. In: Klein-Braley,
C and Stevenson, D K (eds.): Practice and problems in language testing |.
Proceedings of the First Intetnational Langusge Testing~Symposium,
held st the Bundessprachenamt, Hurth July 29 — 31, 1979. Frankfurt,’
Bern: Peter Lang Verlag 1881, 6-21. .

STERNBERG,RJ

Intelligence, information processing, and analogical reasoning.
Hilisdale, N J: Eribaum 1877,

204

[ &



-

. :

UPSHUR, J A s:nd HOMBURG T J
Some relations smong lsnguage tests st successive ability levels. In:
Dlier, JW (ed.): Issues in ‘anguage testing research. Rowley, Mass.:
Newbury House {forthcoming).

VOLLMER, H J s
Spracherwerb und Sprachbeherrschung: Untersuchungen rur Struktur von
Fremdsprachenfshigkeit. Osnabruck 1980. (To appear in Tubingen:
Gunter Narr Verlag 1981).

VOLLMER. H J

Receptive versus productive competence? — Models, findings, and psycho-
linguistic considerations in L2 testing, In: Proceedings |: Sections and
Workshops of the 6th AILLA Congress. Lund, Sweden 1981.

VOLLMER, H J and SANG, F ..
Competing hypaotheses about second language ability: a plea for caution.
In: Oller, J W (ed.): Issues in language testing research. Rowley, Mass.:
Newbury House (forthcoming). .




EPILOGUE
Arthur Hughes, University of Reading

The symposium, the structure of which is mirrored by this volume, dealt in
turn with three closely related topics. As a result, the same or very similar
issues tended to recur, not always in quite the same form, often without their
interconnectedness being made explicit. The purpose of the epilogue is to
provide a brief summary of these issue., to show how they relate to each
other, and to suggest what part they may play in the future development of
language testing. In order to do this, instead of treating separately each of the
three topics, | shall base what | have to say on the criteria against which all
tests, however novel or exciting, must be judged. These are, of course,
validity, reliability, and practicality.

As Carroll himself says, the superiority of ELTS over the current test needs
to be demonstrated. The ultimate criterion for a test like ELTS is that of
predictive validity. Its superiority — if indeed it is superior — must be shown
in terms of its ability to predict whether an applicant will be able to cope
with the linguistic demands made on him by a particular course of study.
The problems associated with such validation were discussed at the sympo-
sium. But whatever the difficulties, and however pbrsuasive the arguments
for giving the test the structure it has, its predictive power has to be demon-
strated empirically. It would be particularly interesting to know if, for
example, in predicting academic outcomes for science students, an ELTS with
a second phase relating to science subjects would prove more accurate than
one with a second phase relating to the social sciences, If it did, this would
provide powerful support for ESP testing. Until the results of ELTS wali-
dation tests are known, however, we must suspend judgement. The ELTS
test has a seoonéary, diagnostic function: to determine the nature and dura-
tion of the course of language instruction needed to achieve the required
competence in the language. This function, too, is a predictive one and
susceptible to similar empirical validation. !

By contrast, the RSA test, with which Morrow ‘s associated, to the best of
my knowledge makes no claims to prediction. That test and other similar,
‘communicative’ tests must therefore be subjected to concurrent validation,
Since there appear to be no comparable tests already validated, this must be
based on something like the comparison of scores made on the test by a sub-
sct of candidates with ratings of their performance in an extended series of
communicative tasks. Once more it has to be said that it is not rhetoric but
only empirical validation studies which will convince us of the efficacy of
new tests or testing methods. '
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The proposals that Carroll and Morrow make, and the arguments that they
offer in their support, are concerned essentially with ~ntent validity.
Morrow wants communicative language tests to sample the skills irvolved
in communication, while Carroll intends the second part of the ELTS test

to sample the tasks that will be required of students on various academic
courses, with particular attention being paid to relevant varieties of English.
As the symposium discussion revealed, representative sampling of these skills
may be very difficult to achieve. For one thing, we lack thoroughly research-
ed and sufficiently detailed analyses of students’ language neeus on whose
inventories sampling might be based.! For another, despite Carroll’s faith

in Munby, we do not have a descriptive framework of language use compar-
able in completeness or systematicity to those we have of language form;
nor do we have anything like a full understanding of the relationships
holding between even those elements and dimensions of language use with
which we are reasonably familiar. If, however, Carroll and Morrnw are
syccessful in their sampling — if, that is, they can predict from the sample of
responses obtained in the test to the population of responses in which they
are interested — then not only will their tests have greater predictive or
concurrent validity (other things being equal), they should ap have a
beneficial effect on language teaching.

The lack of a demonstrably valid conceptual system on which to base tests
of language use, referred to above, may be remedied, at least in part, by
construct validation <tudies. If we follow Cronbach (1960) rather than
Davles (1968), construct validation is seen as the empirical validation ¢ f an
interpretation (expressed in terms of underlying concepts) of performance
on a test. As such, it may not have immediate appeal to those who regard
themselves as ‘practical testers’ rather than ‘testing theoreticians’. Never-
theless, the results of construct validation studies may have important
implications for test construction. The better we understand just what under-
lies performance on language tests, the more confidently we can build new,
appropriate tests for particular purposes. The recent upsurge of interest in
construct validation owes much to Oller and his promulgation of the Uni-
tary Competence Hypothesis. Verification of this hypothesis would seem to
undermine the positions taken in their papers by Carroll ar ' Morrow. In

fact, even though research carried out by Oller and his associates has tended
to support the hypothesis, there has bee 1 critiwiim (some of it in this volume)

! Weir 13 8t presant Working on a Iarge scale study of the langusge needs of oversess
students on behslt cf the Associsted Examining Boerd. It remains to pe seen what
part his analysis will play in the construction of a proposed new examination for
such students.




of the methodology and materials used in these studies, as well as of the inter-
pretation of their results. Paimer and Bachman's paper prasents counter-
evidence : and since t' - symposium Hughes and Woods (1881) have found

as many as four stati  “'ly significant components underlying performance
on the Cambridge Proficiency Examination. In stimulating so much research,
however, Oller has made an invaluable contribution to language testing. It

is to be hoped that the current enthusiasm for construct validation studies
continues. A great rnany candidates for investigation, such as snabling skills
and {anguage varieties, have presented themselves in this volume.

A word ought to be said about f».e validity. While face validity is sometimes
dismissed as not ‘real” validity, it is of undoubted importaiice in test design.

A test's lack of face validity will have a detrimental effect on predictive or
concurrent validity; at least some candidates will fail to take the test seriously,
and so their performance on the test will not provide an accurate picture of
their ahility.

There ought to be no argument about the need for test rclisbility. Measure-
ment cannot be consistently accurate if it is not reliable, It may be easier t¢
achieve reliability through the use of a great many discrete items and of
techaiques w...ch permit objective scoring. But we know that through careful
sampling, marking scales based on well defined and recognisable leveis of
ability, and multiple assessment, it is possible to obtain high reliability for
essay questions and interviews. It seems unlikely that problems arising from
the techniques to be used in the new communicative tests will not be amen-
able to similar solutions. The reliability coefficients of these tests will teil us
how successful their constructors have been in finding them.

The final criterion is that of practicality . Tests cost money to construct,
administer, score and interpret. ESP testing implies more tests — and so
greater costs — than genera! proficiency tesing; and the achievement of relia-
bility in the assegsment ot language production skills will be more expensive
than is the case with multipic-choice tests. At the same time it has tc be
recognised that valid tests may scve money. If the ELTS test proves success-
ful, one administration might easily save several thousand pounds (and aveid
the waste of a year or more of the appiicant’s lifel). We must realise that the
weighing of such savings against costs incurred may be as influential in the
development arid use of new tests as the skills and knowledge of test con-
structors.

Throughout the symposium, as in this epilogue, there were repeated calls
for more rescarch. In their excitement the participants even promised to
do some of it themselves. It is only through continued research (in the
broadest sense) that the current level of interest in language testing will be
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maintained or even increased. It it in recogniticn of this that a BAAL (British
Association for Applied Linguistics) seminar on language tisting research,
with sections paraliel to those of the symposium, is to be heid at Reading
University in December, 1981. And it is to promote the rapid dissemination
of idess and information on tests and testing research, and to encourage
co-operation between researchers, thata Language Testing Newsletter has
been established 2

As Alderson says in his introduction to this volume, a very great many
people have a contribution to make to the future development of language
testing. It is hoped that the reader will recognise himself as one of their
number.
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